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Chapter 1. Purpose and Need for Action 

1.1 Introduction 
The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) applied to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
for a right-of-way (ROW) grant on September 18, 2018, to construct a multi-lane, divided highway 
(referred to as the Northern Corridor) across the Red Cliffs National Conservation Area (NCA). The 
Red Cliffs NCA was designated by Congress through the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 
2009 (OPLMA) (16 U.S.C. 460www; Public Law 111-11, Title 1, Subtitle O, Section 1974). The 
Congressionally defined purpose of the 45,000-acre NCA is to conserve, protect, and enhance for 
the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecological, scenic, wildlife, 
recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources of the Red Cliffs 
NCA and to protect each species that is located in the NCA and listed as a threatened or 
endangered species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Section 1974 states that the NCA 
shall be managed by the Secretary of the Interior through the BLM and that the Secretary shall 
only allow uses of the NCA that the Secretary determines would further a purpose for which the 
NCA was designated. 

OPLMA Subtitle O, Section 1977 also directs the Secretary to develop a comprehensive travel 
management plan for the land managed by the BLM in Washington County and, in accordance with 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), “in 
developing the travel management plan, the Secretary shall—(A) in consultation with appropriate 
Federal agencies, State, tribal, and local governmental entities (including Washington County and 
St. George City, Utah), and the public, identify one or more alternatives for a northern 
transportation route in the County.” 

The BLM is considering several alternative northern transportation routes as part of this 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in response to the UDOT ROW application. 1 The BLM is 
utilizing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) process to, in addition to analyzing 
the potential impacts of the proposed ROW, evaluate if the ROW application is consistent with 
OPLMA and whether it is necessary to amend the Red Cliffs NCA Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) to accommodate a ROW, or deny UDOT’s application. If the RMP is amended and the ROW 
is also granted, the BLM will then be able to identify that ROW as a specific northern 
transportation route (i.e. a Northern Corridor) as part of a future travel management planning 
process as Congress has instructed in Section 1977 of OPLMA. 

Fully evaluating UDOT’s ROW application and potential amendments to the Red Cliffs NCA RMP 
will also further the Department of the Interior’s policy goals, as stated in the Strategic Plan for 
Fiscal Years 2018-2022, to “enhance conservation stewardship whereby all levels of government 
and private landowners work cooperatively together in an atmosphere of mutual respect to 
achieve shared natural resource management goals across landscapes” and to “[develop] and 
[maintain] strong partnerships with State, local, and private stakeholders in shared conservation 
stewardship.” UDOT is seeking to meet the transportation demands of Washington County’s 
anticipated continued growth through 2050. Washington County’s current transportation 
infrastructure may not accommodate the County’s projected growth, and it is trying to balance that 
future growth with the statutory and regulatory provisions governing the Red Cliffs NCA and larger 
Red Cliffs Desert Reserve (the Reserve), and the protected wildlife that resides on those lands. 

                                                      
1
 The term “Northern Corridor” is a general reference to the concept of a corridor between Interstate 15 and Utah State Highway 18, while 

“northern transportation route” is the specific term of art connecting in Section 1977 of OPLMA. Although the terms “Northern Corridor,” 
“northern transportation route,” and ROW are used throughout the EIS, UDOT’s ROW application has not been designated the “Northern 
Corridor.” 



Chapter 1 Purpose and Need for Action 

1-2 Northern Corridor – Highway Right-of-Way, Issuance of an Incidental Take Permit 
Final EIS and Proposed RMP Amendments 

The Red Cliffs NCA comprises 73 percent of the land base of a multi-jurisdictional, 62,000-acre 
reserve known locally as the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. The Reserve was established in 1996 in 
connection with the County’s Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for the threatened Mojave desert 
tortoise and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) issuance of an Incidental Take Permit 
(ITP) for take associated with otherwise lawful activities in the County. As a result of the ITP and 
protective management of the Reserve’s land base by the respective land managing agencies, 
necessary development has been able to occur in tortoise habitat on non-Federal lands in the 
County. 

The Council on Environmental Quality published a final rule updating the regulations implementing 
the procedural provisions of NEPA on July 16, 2020, after the publication of the Draft EIS. As 
outlined in revised Council regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1506.13, the 
revised regulations apply to any NEPA process begun after September 14, 2020. An agency may 
choose to apply the regulations to ongoing activities and environmental documents begun before 
September 14, 2020. For this EIS, the BLM and USFWS will continue to apply the Council on 
Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations in place at the time the NEPA process was initiated 
through publication of the Notice of Intent on December 5, 2019. 

1.2 Applicants’ Objectives 

1.2.1 Right-of-way Applicant’s Objectives 

UDOT submitted a ROW application for construction, operation, and maintenance of a new 
highway with the objective of reducing congestion, increasing capacity, and improving east-west 
mobility on arterial and interstate roadways between State Route 18 (SR 18) and Interstate 15 
(I-15) at milepost 13. This objective is driven by the current and forecasted population growth 
within the county, which will continue to increase demand on the transportation network. 
Currently, the existing transportation network between SR 18 and I-15 is not adequate to meet 
future (2050) travel demand in the northeastern and northwestern areas of St. George based on 
traffic projections from the Dixie Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (DMPO) regional travel 
demand model (DMPO 2019). 

1.2.2 Incidental Take Permit Applicant’s Objectives 

Washington County, in coordination with the USFWS, prepared an HCP in 1995 that provided for 
the conservation of the Upper Virgin River population of the Mojave desert tortoise and supported 
issuance of an ITP by the USFWS to Washington County in 1996. The ITP issued to Washington 
County expired in 2016. Prior to its expiration, the County applied to renew the ITP. Pursuant to 
50 CFR 13.22, activities authorized by the ITP are continuing while USFWS processes the 
application. Washington County’s objective is to continue its successful partnership with the 
USFWS and other HCP Partners for an extended ITP term to authorize take in Washington County 
and to complete the contemplated conservation actions. Amendments to the 1995 HCP are 
needed to incorporate advances in the best available science pertaining to the Mojave desert 
tortoise, comply with current USFWS regulations pertaining to ITPs, and incorporate current policy 
regarding HCPs. In addition, the Amended HCP documents the conservation successes of the 
County and the HCP Partners achieved from the implementation of the 1995 HCP. 

1.3 Purpose and Need for Federal Actions 
The purpose and need for Federal actions have been developed in accordance with applicable 
authorizing laws and regulations as detailed in Appendix C. 
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1.3.1 Right-of-way Application and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area Resource 
Management Plan Amendment 

UDOT has applied for a ROW to construct a multi-lane, divided highway on BLM-administered lands 
within the Red Cliffs NCA and the overlapping Red Cliffs Desert Reserve with the objective of 
reducing congestion, increasing capacity, and improving east-west mobility on arterial and 
interstate roadways between SR 18 and I-15 at milepost 13. In accordance with and taking into 
account the provisions of OPLMA and Department of Interior policies, the BLM’s purpose and need 
for action is to respond to UDOT’s application for a ROW grant under Title V of FLPMA, BLM’s ROW 
regulations, 43 CFR part 2800, and other applicable Federal laws. In this EIS, the BLM will 
consider the potential impacts of the proposed ROW (Alternative 3, as described in Chapter 2) and 
reasonable alternatives. At the conclusion of the NEPA process, the BLM will decide whether to 
approve, approve with modifications, or deny issuance of a ROW grant to UDOT for the Northern 
Corridor and whether to approve an amendment to the RMP. 

In particular, under OPLMA Subtitle O, Section 1977, the BLM is required to develop a 
comprehensive travel management plan for the land managed by the BLM in Washington County 
and, in doing so, to “identify one or more alternatives for a northern transportation route” in the 
county. In 2016, as part of developing the current Red Cliffs NCA RMP, BLM considered an 
alternative that included a Northern Corridor in the NCA. However, at that time, BLM did not have a 
specific ROW application to consider as part of that planning process. Instead, the BLM relied on 
several conceptual alignments from the DMPO that were based on Washington County’s, a 
cooperating agency in developing that RMP, recommendations. While the BLM eventually selected 
a different alternative that did not include a corridor, the selected alternative did create an 
avoidance area that could accommodate a Northern Corridor alignment in the NCA. Under the 
2016 RMP, an avoidance area is an area identified through resource management planning to be 
avoided but that may be available for ROW location with special stipulations. 

The BLM has now received a specific ROW application from UDOT. The ROW application is 
designed to address the growing population and transportation needs in Washington County. 
However, the application seeks a ROW in the NCA that is larger than the current avoidance area 
can accommodate and, thus, cannot be granted without also amending the Red Cliffs NCA RMP. 

Responding to UDOT’s ROW application also furthers the Department of the Interior’s policy goals, 
as stated in the Strategic Plan for Fiscal Years 2018-2022, to “enhance conservation stewardship 
whereby all levels of government and private landowners work cooperatively together in an 
atmosphere of mutual respect to achieve shared natural resource management goals across 
landscapes” and to “[develop] and [maintain] strong partnerships with State, local, and private 
stakeholders in shared conservation stewardship.” UDOT is seeking to meet the transportation 
demands of Washington County’s anticipated continued growth through 2050. Washington 
County’s current transportation infrastructure may not accommodate the County’s projected 
growth, and it is trying to balance that future growth with the statutory and regulatory provisions 
governing the Red Cliffs NCA and larger Red Cliffs Desert Reserve, and the protected wildlife that 
resides on those lands. 

1.3.2 Issuance of Incidental Take Permit and Amended Habitat Conservation Plan 

The purpose of the USFWS’s Federal action of reviewing an Amended HCP and issuing an ITP is to 
authorize take of the Mojave desert tortoise incidental to the covered activities proposed by the 
County, while ensuring conservation of the species by minimizing and mitigating the impacts from 
the anticipated take to the maximum extent practicable. Issuance of such a permit will allow the 
County to proceed with covered activities while complying with the ESA. It also will provide 
regulatory assurances to the County that the USFWS would not impose additional Mojave desert 
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tortoise conservation measures during the duration of the permit as long as the County is properly 
implementing the Amended HCP and the existence of any listed species is not jeopardized. The 
applicant’s Amended HCP must include all elements as required by ESA Section 10(a)(2)(A) and 
satisfy the issuance criteria for incidental take authorization that are outlined in Section 
10(a)(2)(B). 

The need for the USFWS’s proposed action is to respond to the County’s application for an ITP that 
addresses covered activities that have the potential to result in take of threatened and 
endangered species, pursuant to ESA Section 10(a)(1)(B) and its implementing regulations and 
policies. Before making a permit issuance decision, the USFWS must analyze the impacts of 
implementing the proposed Amended HCP and ITP to the human environment, disclose those 
analyses to the public, and consider public feedback. The USFWS must conduct intra-USFWS ESA 
Section 7 consultation to ensure the permit issuance criterion for not jeopardizing the continued 
existence of federally listed species is met. The USFWS must determine if the HCP satisfies all 
statutory and regulatory requirements, including ESA Section 10(a)(2)(B) issuance criteria.  

1.3.3 St. George Field Office Resource Management Plan Amendment 

Washington County has submitted an Amended HCP to the USFWS that, under certain changed 
circumstances, would expand the Reserve by approximately 6,800 acres to include proposed 
Reserve Zone 6 (refer to Map 1.1-1). The purpose of the St. George Field Office (SGFO) RMP 
Amendment is to allow for possible management changes for approximately 3,471 acres in 
proposed Zone 6 if a ROW is granted within the Red Cliffs NCA and Reserve. The need for this 
amendment is to allow the BLM to consider measures to support the proposed Washington County 
HCP and the associated HCP Implementation Agreement. 

1.4 Federal Decisions 
There are three Federal decisions to be made by the BLM based on the analysis in this EIS: 

1) The BLM must decide whether to grant a ROW to UDOT in response to its application. 

2) The BLM must decide whether to make amendments to the Red Cliffs NCA RMP. 

3) The BLM must decide whether to make amendments to the SGFO RMP. 

There is one Federal decision to be made by the USFWS: 

1) The USFWS must determine whether the Amended HCP is statutorily complete and otherwise 
meets regulatory and policy requirements applicable to a permit application before issuing an ITP. 

1.5 Issues and Related Resource Topics Identified through Scoping 
The BLM and the USFWS have identified issues to be addressed in the EIS through public and 
internal scoping and through outreach to cooperating agencies and American Indian Tribes. The 
public scoping period began December 5, 2019, and extended through January 6, 2020. A public 
scoping meeting was held in St. George on December 17, 2019. A total of 17,258 submissions 
were received from the public during the scoping period. Comments were documented, reviewed, 
and organized into issue categories, which were either to be analyzed in detail in the EIS or were 
beyond the scope of the EIS, and therefore, not analyzed in detail in the EIS. 
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Many of the public comments received during the scoping period raised issues that were beyond 
the scope of the development of the EIS. When deciding which issues to address, the agencies 
considered the following: 

• How the issues related to the purpose and need for the actions. 

• Whether the issues address points of disagreements, debate, or dispute about an anticipated 
outcome from a proposed action. 

• Whether a detailed analysis of environmental impacts related to the issue is necessary to 
make a reasoned choice between alternatives. 

• Whether environmental impacts associated with the issue are a significant point of contention 
among the public and other agencies. 

• Whether there are potentially significant impacts on resources associated with the issue and 
can those impacts be mitigated. 

1.5.1 Issues Analyzed in Detail in the Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 1.5-1 presents the primary issues identified during scoping that are within the scope of the 
development of the EIS. Additional detail about the scoping process, scoping comments received, 
and issues identified during scoping is available in the Northern Corridor – Highway Right-of-Way 
with Associated Issuance of an Incidental Take Permit and Resource Management Plan 
Amendments Scoping Report (Horrocks Engineers 2020a) on the BLM’s ePlanning website. 

1.5.2 Issues Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail 

The BLM and the USFWS are only required to analyze issues that relate to how the alternatives 
respond to the purpose and need or when associated with significant impacts. As part of the 
planning process for the ROW and Red Cliffs NCA, the BLM and the USFWS identified several 
issues that do not meet these criteria. These resource topics and issues considered but dismissed 
from detailed analysis in this EIS are listed in Table 1.5-2, along with the rationale for dismissal. 

https://go.usa.gov/xpC6H
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Table 1.5-1. Issues Analyzed in Detail in the EIS 

Resource Topic Issues 
Air Quality How would the proposed Northern Corridor impact the air quality of the community? 
Alternatives Why would the UDOT Application Alignment be chosen for the proposed Northern 

Corridor? 
Could Red Hills Parkway be used as an alternative to the proposed Northern Corridor? 
Could access from Red Hills Parkway to I-15 be provided? 
Would the BLM consider Conserve Southwest Utah’s Community Transportation 
Alternative? 
Are alternatives to the proposed Northern Corridor outside of the Red Cliffs NCA 
available? 
Would a no action alternative to the proposed Northern Corridor be considered? 
Could improvements to other roadways in St. George or Washington County be used 
as an alternative to the proposed Northern Corridor? 
Could transit improvements be used as an alternative to the proposed Northern 
Corridor? 
Could alternative land use development strategies be used as an alternative to the 
proposed Northern Corridor? 
Could active transportation improvements be used as an alternative to the proposed 
Northern Corridor? 
Could a more northern route (than the UDOT Application Alignment) be used as an 
alternative to the proposed Northern Corridor? 
Could the proposed Northern Corridor be elevated to limit impacts to sensitive areas? 
Would mitigation for the effects of the proposed Northern Corridor be included? 
Could an alternative route to the proposed Northern Corridor be considered that 
avoids impacts to Green Springs’ residents? 
Would the proposed Northern Corridor allow utility easements in the same ROW? 
Would the proposed Northern Corridor result in additional congestion to area 
roadways? 
Is the proposed Northern Corridor a viable solution to accomplish the traffic 
objectives? 
Would the Northern Corridor alleviate existing and future congestion caused by 
increased population? 

Cultural Resources 
and Native 
American Concerns 

How would cultural and historic resources be preserved? 

Fire and Fuels 
Management 

Would the proposed Northern Corridor introduce invasive plant species resulting in an 
increased risk of fire? 

Geology, Mineral 
Resources, and 
Soils 

How would the proposed Northern Corridor affect soil, rock formations, and biological 
soil crusts? 

Human Health and 
Safety 

Would the proposed Northern Corridor affect the health of those who use the Red 
Cliffs NCA? 

Land Use and 
Access 

How would the Northern Corridor affect existing land uses and/or users and access? 
Would impacts be temporary or long-term? 

Noise Would noise from the proposed Northern Corridor have an effect on the surrounding 
residents and wildlife? 

Paleontological How would the proposed Northern Corridor impact paleontological resources? 
Proposed Zone 6 Could the proposed Zone 6 successfully mitigate for impacts to the Mojave desert 

tortoise? 
How would the management of the proposed Zone 6 impact existing recreation use? 

Recreation 
Resources 

How would the proposed Northern Corridor impact existing recreational 
opportunities? 
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Resource Topic Issues 
Red Cliffs National 
Conservation Area 
and the Red Cliffs 
Desert Reserve 

Would the Red Cliffs NCA be harmed by the proposed Northern Corridor? 
Would the entire Red Bluff Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) be used as 
the new reserve? 

Socioeconomics How would the proposed Northern Corridor impact the local economy of Washington 
County? 
How would the proposed Northern Corridor impact homes in the area? 
How would the proposed Northern Corridor impact local businesses?  

Vegetative 
Communities, 
including Noxious 
Weeds 

How would the proposed Northern Corridor impact plants and ecology of the Red 
Cliffs NCA and Reserve? 
Would the proposed Northern Corridor result in an increase in invasive plant species? 

Visual Resources How would visual resources be maintained and protected? 
Would there be increased light impacts from the proposed Northern Corridor? 

Wildlife How would the proposed Northern Corridor impact the Mojave desert tortoise? 
Would proposed mitigation measures allow for tortoise to cross the new road? 
How would the proposed Northern Corridor impact all wildlife in the area? 
What is the impact to the Mojave desert tortoise if the HCP is amended for the 
proposed Northern Corridor? 
Would impacts to the Mojave desert tortoise be mitigated? 

Water Resources How would the Northern Corridor affect water resources and water quality, including 
groundwater? 

Table 1.5-2. Issues Dismissed from Detailed Analysis 

Resource Topic Rationale for Dismissal from Detailed Analysis 
Planning 
Processes and 
Regulations  

The issue or concern is whether the BLM and the USFWS are following Federal laws and 
allowing for adequate public comment. The EIS and associated public involvement 
process are being conducted in accordance with NEPA requirements, as required by the 
BLM and the USFWS and other applicable laws and regulations as detailed in Appendix C. 

Alternatives The issue or concern is whether a cost-benefit analysis will be performed for the 
alternatives. Council on Environmental Quality regulations at 40 CFR § 1502.23 state 
that "the weighing of merits and drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be 
displayed in a monetary cost-benefit analysis and should not be when there are 
important qualitative considerations." The EIS describes qualitative considerations for 
many of the resources potentially impacted by the range of alternatives, including 
ecological, scenic, cultural, recreation, and socioeconomic considerations, among 
others. Therefore, a cost-benefit analysis is not necessary to make a reasoned choice 
between alternatives for the proposed actions analyzed in this EIS. 

Washington 
Parkway  

The issue or concern is whether the Northern Corridor has been improperly segmented 
from the previously approved extension of the Washington Parkway. The Washington 
Parkway project from North Green Spring Drive to I-15 is an action taken by UDOT and 
the laws under which such actions were taken are described in the Categorical 
Exclusion for the project (UDOT 2019a) approved on August 26, 2019, and other 
documents in the UDOT project records (Federal Register 2019). The previously 
approved Washington Parkway has independent utility from the proposed Northern 
Corridor and is addressed under cumulative impacts as a separate reasonably 
foreseeable future action. 

Decision to 
Allow the 
Northern 
Corridor  

The issue or concern is that the decision to approve the Northern Corridor has already 
been made by the BLM. The EIS will evaluate multiple alternatives for the Northern 
Corridor. The BLM will decide whether to issue a ROW grant to UDOT for the proposed 
Northern Corridor based on the analysis in the EIS. 
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1.6 Changes between the Draft EIS and RMP Amendments and the Final EIS and 
Proposed RMP Amendments 

The Draft EIS and Draft RMP Amendments document was available for a 90-day comment period 
that ended on September 10, 2020. The BLM and USFWS have prepared the Final EIS and 
Proposed RMP Amendments in consideration of public comments, feedback received from 
cooperating agencies and American Indian Tribes, and internal BLM and USFWS review of the 
Draft EIS and Draft RMP Amendments. Changes made between the Draft EIS and Draft RMP 
Amendments and Final EIS and Proposed RMP Amendments are indicated by vertical lines in the 
margin of a page in Chapters 1 through 4 and Appendices A through N of the Final EIS and 
Proposed RMP Amendments. The changes are summarized as follows: 

• Preliminary construction cost estimates for each of the Northern Corridor highway alternatives 
were added to the description of alternatives in Chapter 2. 

• In Chapter 2, clarification was made that certain BLM decisions related to the potential 
implementation of proposed Zone 6 described in Section 2.5 are implementation-level 
decisions, with adjustments to the analysis contained in Chapter 3 to support these 
implementation-level decisions.  

• Additions and clarifications to the design features and mitigation measures contained in 
Chapter 2 and Appendix D were made to incorporate revisions to the Draft Plan of 
Development (POD) made by UDOT, and to include additional measures that would be required 
by the BLM. These measures would reduce impacts on Mojave desert tortoise and the Red 
Cliffs NCA objects and values, as well as minimize or avoid impacts or encumbrances to Land 
and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) properties. Revisions were made to some resource 
analysis sections based on the changes to the mitigation measures and design features. 

• Minor revisions to the description of Washington County’s Amended HCP were made in 
Chapter 2 to account for revisions to the Amended HCP made by the County between the Draft 
EIS and Draft RMP Amendments and Final EIS and Proposed RMP Amendments. 

• Three wildfires burned within the Red Cliffs NCA and the Reserve after the Draft EIS and Draft 
RMP Amendments were published. In July, the Turkey Farm Road and Cottonwood Trail fires 
burned a combined 11,410 acres within the Red Cliffs NCA and the Reserve, 8,083 acres of 
which had been previously burned in wildfires that occurred since 1976. In October, the Lava 
Ridge fire burned another 348 acres completely within the Red Cliffs NCA and the Reserve.  

The BLM and USFWS considered several factors to determine if the areas that burned in 2020 
resulted in “significant new circumstances or information” that were not disclosed in the Draft 
EIS and warrant preparation of a supplemental EIS. Although the wildfires covered more 
acreage than most previous years, they have become a common occurrence on this landscape. 
The growing wildfire trend and its impacts are known issues and they were previously identified 
and/or analyzed in multiple documents, including the Red Cliffs NCA RMP, draft Biological 
Report, and Draft EIS. After reviewing the scope, nature, and intensity of the impacts of the 
fires and the relevance of these changes to the BLM and USFWS’s decisions to be made using 
the EIS, it was determined that the 2020 wildfires do not represent a significant new 
circumstance or information for the consideration of the ROW, ITP applications, Red Cliffs NCA 
RMP Amendments, or SGFO RMP Amendments, and a supplemental Draft EIS is not necessary.  

Revisions to the affected environment and environmental consequences language of 
Section 3.2, Vegetation Communities; Section 3.3, Special Status Plants; Section 3.4, Wildlife; 
Section 3.5, Special Status Wildlife; Section 3.6, Endangered Species Act Section 6 Land 
Acquisition Grants; Section 3.13, Visual Resources; Section 3.14, Cultural Resources; 
Section 3.15, Recreation and Visitor Services; and Section 3.22, Fire and Fuels Management 
were made to address the changes posed by the Turkey Farm Road, Cottonwood Trail, and Lava 
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Ridge wildfires. Map 3.22-1 was also updated to include the three aforementioned fires. For 
additional information, refer to Section O.3.12 of Appendix O. 

• The USFWS developed an estimate for tortoise abundance using a kernel density analysis, 
which provides a more detailed assessment of the variability of Mojave desert tortoise 
abundance across the landscape within Zone 3 (USFWS 2020b). The analysis for Mojave desert 
tortoise was refined using the kernel density data rather than a static ratio of tortoise per 
square kilometer. A map was added to show the tortoise density findings. 

• A discussion and analysis of the Federally listed endangered Fickeisen plains cactus was added 
to Section 3.3. 

• A correction was made in Section 3.6 to lands encumbered by ESA Section 6 in Snow Canyon 
State Park. One additional ESA Section 6 parcel was identified in the Reserve, which resulted 
in revisions to total ESA Section 6 lands within the Reserve and analysis for the newly 
identified parcel.  

• Warranty deeds were reviewed and revisions were made to Section 3.16 to clarify parcel 
locations, land ownership, existing encumbrances, and potential impacts to properties 
acquired through Congressional appropriations from the LWCF Act. 

• The cumulative impacts analysis contained in Section 3.28 was revised to include additional 
information about resource conditions and trends resulting from climate change and also to 
consider additional reasonably foreseeable future actions such as the proposed Western 
Corridor highway. 

• Section 4.2 was updated to include additional information regarding ESA Section 7 
consultation, National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 consultation, and 
American Indian Tribal consultation activities completed between the Draft and Final EIS. 

• A new appendix, Appendix O, Responses to Public Comments on the Northern Corridor – 
Highway Right-of-Way, Issuance of an Incidental Take Permit Final EIS and Draft RMP 
Amendments, was added to the Final EIS and Proposed RMP Amendments document. This 
appendix summarizes public comments received on the Draft EIS and Draft RMP Amendments 
document and the Washington County Draft Amended HCP and provides the BLM and the 
USFWS’s responses to the comments received. 

Various other clarifications, corrections, additions, and minor revisions to the alternatives 
considered and the impacts analysis were made throughout the Final EIS and Proposed RMP 
Amendments document and the appendices to improve the discussion of the affected environment 
and analysis of potential impacts, correct typographical errors, and address comments and 
recommendations from the public and cooperating agencies.  
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Chapter 2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

This chapter describes the alternatives that were considered for the four Federal actions described 
in Chapter 1. Section 2.6 presents combined alternatives for analysis in this EIS that integrate the 
four interrelated and interdependent Federal actions. All alternatives analyzed in detail must meet 
the applicable Federal agency’s purpose and need for action and be consistent with Federal laws 
and applicable agency policies including FLPMA, OPLMA, the NHPA, and the ESA. The agencies’ 
final decision on which alternatives to analyze in the EIS is made by the Authorized Officer 
(BLM)/Deciding Official (USFWS). 

In addition to describing the alternatives, this chapter presents information regarding the 
proposed Northern Corridor, the BLM’s processing of UDOT’s ROW application, and the Washington 
County HCP. 

This EIS includes both BLM land use planning and implementation-level decisions as defined in 
BLM Handbook H-1601-1, Land Use Planning Handbook (BLM 2005). The BLM’s potential decision 
related to the issuance of a ROW for the Northern Corridor as described in Section 2.2 would be an 
implementation-level decision. In Section 2.5, potential implementation-level decisions included in 
the St. George Field Office Proposed RMP Amendment are denoted with a “*”. Following 
completion of the Final EIS and proposed Red Cliffs NCA RMP and SGFO RMP amendments, 
pursuant to the BLM’s planning regulations (43 CFR 1610.5-2), any person who participated in the 
planning process and has an interest that is or may be adversely affected by the planning 
decisions may protest their approval. Unlike land use planning decisions, BLM implementation 
decisions are not subject to protest under BLM planning regulations, but typically are subject to an 
administrative review process through the Interior Board of Land Appeals pursuant to 43 CFR, 
Part 4 Subpart E. Where implementation-level decisions are made as part of the EIS process, 
they are still subject to the appeals process or other administrative review as prescribed by 
specific resource program regulations once the BLM issues a Record of Decision (ROD) and 
Approved RMP Amendments. 

2.1 Alternative Development 
For each Federal action, the agencies’ alternative development process considered the following: 

• Issues and alternatives raised during public scoping.

• Consultation and coordination with cooperating agencies.

• Review of issues raised by agency resource specialists.

This process is consistent with NEPA Section 102(2)(A) and the Council on Environmental Quality 
implementing regulations at 40 CFR 1507.2, which directs the agencies to use “a systematic, 
interdisciplinary approach that will insure the integrated use of the natural and social sciences and 
the environmental design arts in planning and in decision-making that may have an impact on the 
human environment.” 

The Federal actions associated with the Northern Corridor, Red Cliffs NCA RMP Amendment, SGFO 
RMP Amendment, and Washington County HCP and ITP, as described in Chapter 1, are 
interrelated, and some of the actions are interdependent. A reasonable range of alternatives was 
developed for each of the four proposed actions, as described in Sections 2.2 through 2.5. The 
interrelated alternatives for each action were then combined into collective alternatives for the 
purposes of analysis in this EIS, as described in Section 2.6. 
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Public and agency input received during the scoping process was considered in the development of 
the alternatives. The public scoping process is described in more detail in the Northern Corridor – 
Highway Right-of-Way, Issuance of an Incidental Take Permit and Resource Management Plan 
Amendments Scoping Report (Horrocks Engineers 2020a), available on the project website at 
https://go.usa.gov/xpC6H. Input consisted of questions and concerns from the public that resulted 
in additional alternatives and modifications to existing alternatives. The project team used all 
comments regarding alternatives to evaluate and refine the range of alternatives. 

Conceptual alternatives were presented at a cooperating agency meeting held in St. George on 
January 28, 2020. The project team sought input from cooperating agencies during the alternative 
development and screening process and provided updates to these agencies based on additional 
refinement of the conceptual alternatives. Chapter 4 provides additional detail on consultation and 
coordination related to this planning process. 

2.2 Northern Corridor Highway 
This section describes the six alternatives considered in detail for the Northern Corridor (including 
the No Action Alternative). The alternatives are shown on Map 2.2-1 (Appendix B) and described in 
additional detail in the Northern Corridor Highway Alternatives Development Technical Report 
(Appendix J; Jacobs 2020b). The range of Northern Corridor action alternatives is in accordance 
with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA at 40 CFR 1500 and 
with the BLM NEPA Handbook (Handbook H-1790-1; BLM 2008). The BLM has analyzed in detail 
alternatives that are within the BLM’s decision-making jurisdiction as well as an alternative that is 
outside the BLM’s decision-making jurisdiction and could be completed without BLM action. These 
alternatives represent different potential approaches to resolving conflicts concerning alternative 
uses of available resources. 

For the alternatives that would include a new highway across BLM-administered public lands, the 
BLM’s action would be the issuance of a ROW grant to UDOT for the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the Northern Corridor across BLM-administered lands. The ROW grant to UDOT 
would be issued subject to terms and conditions determined to be appropriate by the BLM in 
coordination with the USFWS. This issuance of the ROW grant by the BLM would allow for UDOT to 
construct the Northern Corridor across BLM-administered lands, as further described in 
Sections 2.2.2 through 2.2.4. It is assumed the ROW grant would be issued for a 30-year term and 
eligible for renewal at that point. 

The five Northern Corridor action alternatives were developed through collaborative discussions 
with traffic engineers, environmental resource leads, agency stakeholders, and the public. For 
comparison purposes, all alternatives assume that all other planned transportation improvements 
included in approved regional and local plans would be completed by 2050. These include all 
improvements, regardless of transportation mode, in the DMPO’s 2019–2050 Regional 
Transportation Plan, the UDOT Long Range Plan, and the master transportation plans of the 
municipalities in and around the study area. Preliminary cost estimate ranges have been 
developed for each of the five Northern Corridor alternatives based on conceptual engineering, for 
general comparison purposes. The preliminary cost estimate ranges do not include refined design 
detail cost considerations such as site-specific ROW and constructability costs. A detailed cost 
estimate would be prepared after completion of this NEPA process if a Northern Corridor 
alternative were to be selected and advance into final design. The No Action Alternative and the 
five Northern Corridor alternatives are described in Sections 2.2.1 through 2.2.6. 

Three action alternatives (T-Bone Mesa Alignment, UDOT Application Alignment, and Southern 
Alignment) pass within the NCA, while the Red Hills Parkway Expressway and St. George 
Boulevard/100 South One-way Couplet alternatives lie predominantly or entirely outside the NCA. 

https://go.usa.gov/xpC6H
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The three alternatives within the NCA would be a multi-lane, divided highway with the following 
common features, as described in the POD. 

• Up to 500-foot-wide ROW. The total width of the ROW would vary between 300 and 500 feet 
because of variations in the cut and fill slopes and construction requirements along the length 
of the proposed highway. These variations would be based on geotechnical analysis, terrain 
type (for example, rock or dirt), and further design to minimize impacts. The 500-foot study 
corridor width was selected to accommodate those areas requiring cut and fill slopes that 
would extend beyond the standard 300-foot typical section, which was based on the conceptual 
engineering design using readily available topographical and design-related information. 

• 4-lane highway with two 12-foot-wide travel lanes in each direction, 8-foot shoulders, and a 
20-foot center median. 

• A combination of curb and gutter, drainage swales, and ditches. 

• 10- to 14-foot-wide multi-use, paved trail accommodating bicyclists and pedestrians on both 
sides of the proposed highway. 

• Associated signage and fencing (refer to Section 2.2.9 and Appendix D). 

• Communications infrastructure (e.g., roadway cameras and associated fiber) and power supply 
for roadway cameras, lighting, and traffic signals may be required within the ROW. The 
requirements for these appurtenances would be determined during roadway design. If required, 
power supply and fiber would be buried within the ROW. 

• Posted speed limit of 50 miles per hour. 

• A new intersection for connection to Red Hills Parkway, consisting initially of an at-grade 
intersection with traffic signals and lighting. The intersection would later be converted to a 
grade-separated interchange with bridges, ramps, and lighting similar to a freeway 
interchange. The conversion to the interchange would occur by 2050, based on traffic levels 
and available funding. This ultimate interchange condition is considered for the impact 
analysis in Chapter 3. 

• A new at-grade intersection with traffic signals at Cottonwood Springs Road (also known as Old 
Dump Road or Turkey Farm Road); this connection would fit within the 500-foot ROW. 

• A connection to the Washington Parkway at Green Spring Drive. 

• Under-road passages to provide connectivity underneath the roadway for Mojave desert tortoise 
and recreational trails. 

The highway may be constructed in two phases. Though specific details of the phased construction 
would be determined by the applicant during the final design of the highway, the first construction 
phase would result in one lane in each direction, likely with the center median. The second phase 
would provide an additional lane in each direction and conversion of the intersection with Red Hills 
Parkway to an interchange at a later date. The Northern Corridor alternatives vary in location 
within the NCA and in their tie-in locations with Red Hills Parkway and it is assumed that the City 
of St. George would pursue a FLPMA Title V ROW amendment with the BLM for the tie-in location 
to Red Hills Parkway on public lands. Sections 2.2.2 through 2.2.4 focus on describing the 
variations among these alternatives. 

2.2.1 Northern Corridor: No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the BLM would deny UDOT’s application for a ROW grant across 
public lands in the Red Cliffs NCA for the Northern Corridor. The alternative reflects all the roadway 
and transit improvements from the applicable local, regional, and statewide transportation plans 
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that would be completed by 2050, absent the Northern Corridor. It provides a baseline against 
which the other Northern Corridor alternatives will be compared based on traffic performance. 

2.2.2 Northern Corridor: T-Bone Mesa Alignment 

The BLM would issue a ROW grant to UDOT across public lands in the Red Cliffs NCA for the 
Northern Corridor on the T-Bone Mesa Alignment (Map 2.2-1). This alignment would connect Green 
Spring Drive on the east to Red Hills Parkway on the west just north of the Pioneer Hills trailhead 
parking area. Under this alternative, the Northern Corridor would skirt the southern edge of T-Bone 
Mesa. The Northern Corridor would be approximately 4.2 miles long, approximately 2.2 miles of 
which would be across BLM-administered lands. UDOT estimates that construction of the T-Bone 
Mesa Alignment would cost between $60 million and $90 million.  

2.2.3 Northern Corridor: UDOT Application Alignment 

The BLM would issue a ROW grant to UDOT across public lands in the Red Cliffs NCA for the 
Northern Corridor for the alignment included in UDOT’s ROW application (Map 2.2-1). This 
alignment would connect Green Spring Drive on the east to Red Hills Parkway on the west just 
north of the Pioneer Hills trailhead parking area. Under this alternative, the Northern Corridor 
would be approximately 4.5 miles long, approximately 1.9 miles of which would be across 
BLM-administered lands. UDOT estimates that construction of the UDOT Application Alignment 
would cost between $81 million and $123 million.  

2.2.4 Northern Corridor: Southern Alignment 

The BLM would issue a ROW grant to UDOT across public lands in the Red Cliffs NCA for the 
Northern Corridor on the Southern Alignment (Map 2.2-1). Under this alternative, the Northern 
Corridor would nearly skirt the southern border of the NCA, connecting Green Spring Drive on the 
east to Red Hills Parkway on the west just south of, and slightly encroaching onto, the Pioneer 
Hills trailhead parking area. The Northern Corridor would be approximately 5.5 miles long, 
approximately 1.5 miles of which would be across BLM-administered lands. UDOT estimates that 
construction of the Southern Alignment would cost between $84 million and $127 million.  

2.2.5 Red Hills Parkway Expressway 

The Red Hills Parkway Expressway Alternative proposes changes to Red Hills Parkway instead of a 
new road across BLM-administered lands within the NCA (Map 2.2-1). This alternative assumes 
that the BLM would not issue UDOT a ROW grant across the Red Cliffs NCA for the Northern 
Corridor. Rather, the BLM would need to grant necessary ROW amendments to the City of St. 
George’s existing FLPMA Title V ROW for the Red Hills Parkway. This alternative would convert Red 
Hills Parkway into a grade-separated expressway between I-15 and Bluff Street. Improvements 
would include new east-to-north and south-to-west connections to I-15 to connect Red Hills 
Parkway directly to I-15, including an additional lane in each direction extending most of the 
length between 200 East and 900 East. The alternative would also convert the existing at-grade 
signalized intersections at 200 East (Skyline Drive) and 1000 East to grade-separated 
interchanges with necessary modifications to the mainline roadway to accommodate the new 
interchanges. New flyover ramps would be constructed to connect Red Hills Parkway to I-15. 

The intersections at 900 East and Industrial Road would be closed or converted to right-in-right-out 
movements only because of their proximity to the 1000 East interchange and the I-15 flyover 
ramps. The intersection at Highland Drive would be closed. Existing driveways along the existing 
roadway to public and private properties would either be closed or converted to right-in-right-out 
movements only; all left turns in and out would be prohibited. 
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Additional widening of Red Hills Parkway at various locations between 200 East and 900 East 
would be required to add exclusive turning lanes for access to individual properties or public use 
areas where feasible. Section 3.26 details these areas requiring widening and lists the partial and 
full acquisitions and changes in access that would be required to accommodate the widening. 
Fencing with tortoise mesh exists along the entire length of the Red Hills Parkway; Section 3.5 
describes any areas for the roadway widening that would fall outside the tortoise fencing. The 
existing pedestrian trail along Red Hills Parkway would be relocated in various locations between 
200 East and 900 East to accommodate improvements, including lengthening of the existing 
pedestrian tunnel under Red Hills Parkway in the Pioneer Park area. The speed limit for the 
expressway would be 45 to 50 miles per hour. 

UDOT estimates that construction of the Red Hills Parkway Expressway Alternative would cost 
between $97 million and $146 million.  

2.2.6 St. George Boulevard/100 South One-way Couplet 

The One-way Couplet Alternative proposes changes to existing St. George Boulevard and 100 
South instead of a new road across BLM-administered lands within the NCA (Map 2.2-1). This 
alternative assumes that the BLM would not issue UDOT a ROW grant across the Red Cliffs NCA for 
the Northern Corridor. Rather, the alternative would include modifications to St. George Boulevard 
and 100 South to respond to future transportation demands in Washington County. The two 
roadways would be converted into a one-way couplet system between I-15 and Bluff Street, 
wherein St. George Boulevard would only accommodate westbound traffic and 100 South would 
only accommodate eastbound traffic. St. George Boulevard would be converted from its existing 
two lanes in each direction (with a raised center median and turn pockets) to three westbound 
lanes. Modifications to the cross streets between I-15 and Bluff Street would disallow eastbound 
left and right turns from the cross streets. Similarly, 100 South would be converted from its 
existing one lane in each direction (with a center-turn lane), to three eastbound lanes. 
Modifications to the intersections at cross streets between I-15 and Bluff Street would disallow 
westbound left and right turns from the cross streets. There may also be other minor 
reconstructions to storm drain and utility systems that would be required to safely convert these 
streets to one-way operations. 

On St. George Boulevard, the raised and landscaped medians and irrigation systems would be 
removed and the median lighting would be replaced or relocated to the sides of the road. In 
addition, the Diverging Diamond Interchange at I-15/St. George Boulevard would be reconfigured 
to a more conventional diamond intersection configuration. On 100 South, the center two-way-left-
turn median and shoulders would be reconfigured. 

In addition, the existing interchange with I-15 at St. George Boulevard would be reconfigured and 
combined with a new interchange at 100 South to provide a split interchange system between 
these two roadways connected by one-way ramps. Southbound interstate traffic would exit at 
St. George Boulevard and enter from 100 South. Similarly, northbound interstate traffic would exit 
at 100 South and enter from St. George Boulevard. Speed limits would be 35 miles per hour along 
St. George Boulevard and 30 to 35 miles per hour along 100 South, depending on location. 

UDOT estimates that construction of the One-way Couplet Alternative would cost between $22 
million and $33 million.  

2.2.7 Plan of Development 

As required by the BLM’s ROW processing regulations at 43 CFR part 2800, UDOT submitted a 
preliminary POD to the BLM along with the agency’s application for a ROW. The POD includes 
information about the design, construction, and maintenance of the project, including construction 
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procedures, environmental requirements, project design criteria, and measures that would be 
implemented by UDOT to reduce the environmental effects of the project. The POD will be refined 
through the NEPA and project design process as additional information and project detail becomes 
available. The POD is available on the BLM’s ePlanning website. 

The BLM requires that the POD be developed to support the NEPA process, contain sufficient 
information to inform the environmental analyses (e.g., conceptual project design and the 
determination of cut and fill limits to define the overall project footprint), support BLM decision-
making, and apply site-specific measures to reduce environmental impacts. 

If the BLM selects a Northern Corridor alternative that crosses the Red Cliffs NCA, the BLM will 
require the preparation of a Final POD for this alternative before the issuance of a Notice to 
Proceed (NTP) with construction. The NTP would be phased to match the phasing and nature of 
construction; a partial NTP could be issued. Additional NTPs would need to be issued to address 
any additional terms and conditions that would reflect the management prescriptions that are 
current at that time. The Final POD would be informed by pedestrian resource surveys and would 
identify the site-specific ROW needs and disturbance areas, include maps of all proposed facilities, 
site-specific construction actions, temporary work areas, and any other facilities required for the 
project. The Final POD would also identify the site-specific application of design features and 
mitigation measures identified in the ROD. Design features and mitigation measures would be 
informed by surveys completed to support the NEPA analysis and compliance with other 
environmental laws and regulations. 

2.2.8 Construction and Phasing 

Based on funding and/or traffic demand, construction of the T-Bone Mesa Alignment, UDOT 
Application Alignment, or Southern Alignment may be phased by building one lane in each 
direction, with subsequent phases adding another lane, accompanying trails, and connections with 
Cottonwood Springs Road and Red Hills Parkway. A forward-compatible approach will allow these 
additional phases to be constructed without requiring tearing out previous phases (e.g., installing 
drainage pipes sized to handle runoff for the full design in the first phase instead of incrementally 
increasing to match each phase of construction). Construction of the project would be completed 
using established highway construction practices, standards, and specifications with special 
provisions added based on agency direction. This delayed phasing would require additional 
coordination with the agencies to confirm the final design for each phase conforms to the 
stipulations, conditions, and supporting analysis for the decision issued by the BLM. 

After construction, the project area would be stabilized using erosion and sediment control 
measures, have topsoil placed over fill material, and be seeded with a BLM-approved seed mixture 
to establish vegetation. The long-term operation and maintenance of the project will be managed 
by UDOT, including regular inspections that all equipment, structures, and best management 
practices are in good working order. For more information regarding the design, construction, and 
operation and maintenance of the project, please refer to the POD on the BLM’s ePlanning 
website. 

2.2.9 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures 

If a ROW is issued, the BLM would require the application of avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures to reduce the environmental impacts of the project, meet resource 
management goals and objectives outlined in OPLMA and the Red Cliffs NCA RMP. Two types of 
measures would be applied. The first type are measures the applicant would implement as 
standard practice of construction, operation, or maintenance. Referred to as design features of the 
proposed action for environmental protection, these environmental design features include 

https://go.usa.gov/xpC6H
https://go.usa.gov/xpC6H
https://go.usa.gov/xpC6H
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measures that were included in the POD submitted with the UDOT’s ROW application as well as 
best management practices outlined in the Red Cliffs NCA RMP. The other type comprises 
measures that the BLM would apply to the ROW grant as terms and conditions or items that must 
be completed before the BLM would issue a NTP with construction. These measures are referred to 
as mitigation measures and terms and conditions. 

2.2.9.1 Design Features of the Proposed Action 

Appendix D contains a list of the design features of the proposed action for environmental 
protection that were included in the POD submitted by UDOT, as well as applicable best 
management practices identified in the Red Cliffs NCA RMP. Of specific importance for the 
analysis contained in the Final EIS, UDOT revised the preliminary POD between the Draft and Final 
EIS. The revised preliminary POD submitted to the BLM by UDOT contained additional design 
features for the proposed action for environmental protection. These design features were 
developed by UDOT based on conversations between the BLM, USFWS, and UDOT regarding the 
potential impacts of the Northern Corridor if a ROW were issued in the Red Cliffs NCA. For each 
design feature, Table D-1 in Appendix D indicates the phase of the project to which the design 
feature would apply and the applicable environmental resource. These environmental design 
features are applied to all lands, regardless of jurisdiction or ownership, where appropriate. 

While a full list of the design features is included in Appendix D, select measures of special 
importance for the analysis contained in the Final EIS are outlined below: 

• Mojave desert tortoise fencing and shade structures: UDOT would install and maintain Mojave 
desert tortoise exclusion fencing and shade structures along the approved ROW to preclude 
Mojave desert tortoise from entering the construction area or completed highway and to 
provide thermal cover for desert tortoise that encounter the exclusion fencing. Attachment 1 in 
Appendix D provides additional guidance on this measure. Maintenance may be conducted 
through coordination with Washington County or other entities. 

• Under-road passages for Mojave desert tortoise: The roadway design included in the Final POD 
would incorporate passageways underneath the highway that could be used by Mojave desert 
tortoise where exclusion fencing has been placed along the highway. The location of passages 
would be developed and refined through any additional monitoring and/or field surveys and 
new information that may be available at the time of design (1) to ensure effective placement 
for the Mojave desert tortoise and other wildlife species where concentrated use or burrows are 
found and (2) for technical and economic feasibility for design, construction, and long-term 
maintenance. To the extent consistent with project design and engineering and reasonably 
feasible, UDOT would consider locations for desert tortoise passages where natural topography 
creates an opportunity. Passageways would vary in size and be developed in final design of the 
project in coordination with the BLM, with the goal of achieving the following general design 
elements: 

– Creating passages of sufficient size, based on the best available information at the time, to 
promote usage by desert tortoise. 

– Incorporating natural light through sizing the passage appropriately and incorporating 
ceiling grates, open air sections, or other elements that allow for natural light throughout 
the passage. 

– To the extent feasible, establishing a natural surface continuous with the surrounding 
environment and incorporating appropriate vegetation and substrate along the bottom 
through the passages. 

– Focusing on fill areas and natural drainages to maximize the size of openings where 
consistent with natural topography. 
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In development of the final design, UDOT would reasonably consult with the BLM, USFWS, and 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) when determining the appropriate type of 
structure, sizing, and placement of under-road passages for Mojave desert tortoise as 
discussed above. Such determinations would be made based on current monitoring data, 
findings regarding minimizing fragmentation, construction techniques, and the availability of 
new technology or equipment and reasonable feasibility to incorporate such technology into 
the project design, realizing technology may be improved at the time the roadway is 
constructed. Any deviations from the established parameters based on site-specific conditions, 
topography, or design and engineering would be subject to review and approval by the BLM. 
UDOT would select the final structure type for the passages, which may incorporate culverts, 
bridges (including bridge extensions and piers), flyover (rather than at-grade) intersections, pre-
cast structures, or other methods that achieve the goals and parameters listed above, in 
accordance with current standards and published research studies.  

• Recreational trails: UDOT would install under-road passages for each of the existing 
recreational trails that the ROW crosses. Some trail passages may be incorporated into the 
passage being designed for Mojave desert tortoise. All under-road passages must provide 
sufficient clearance to allow for safe passage of users, and UDOT and the BLM would 
collaboratively determine the final design to be included in the Final POD. 

• Interpretive displays: UDOT would provide a minimum of eight waypoints along the new hike 
and bike path and install an interpretive display at each one. The content of the displays would 
be guided by the Red Cliffs NCA Interpretive Concept Plan and promote public education and 
understanding of the eight purposes for which the Red Cliffs NCA was designated. UDOT and 
the BLM would collaboratively determine the final location and design of the waypoints and 
interpretive displays through the Final POD. 

• Roadway Lighting: Lighting installation within the ROW would be minimized to only emergency 
lighting where the roadway crosses the NCA, except where additional lighting is necessary near 
intersections or other areas that would support safety and proper visibility for vehicles and 
pedestrians. 

• UDOT would evaluate and monitor existing passages along SR 18 for tortoise passage, 
including, as needed, additional maintenance activities and debris removal. UDOT would also 
consider modifying the structure design to improve tortoise passage as feasible. Modifications 
would ideally occur in conjunction with future road construction projects scheduled for the 
same area or where funding can be directed toward this project from the HCP Partners (e.g., 
BLM, USFWS, or Utah Department of Natural Resources [UDNR]). 

2.2.9.2 Mitigation Measures and Terms and Conditions 

The BLM is using the analysis contained in the EIS to evaluate the potential need for additional 
mitigation measures, terms and conditions, or NTP requirements, should an alternative crossing 
BLM-administered lands be selected for the Northern Corridor. These mitigation measures, terms 
and conditions, and NTP requirements would be in response to potential environmental impacts 
identified in the analysis contained in this EIS or to address standard BLM practice for ROWs and 
would be in addition to the applicant committed design features of the proposed action. 

The mitigation measures, terms and conditions, and NTP requirements listed here would be 
implemented for the Northern Corridor on BLM-administered lands. The BLM will evaluate the 
potential need for additional mitigation measures, terms and conditions, and NTP requirements 
through the EIS process. All required mitigation measures and terms and conditions would be 
identified in the BLM ROD and would become an enforceable condition of the ROW grant, should a 
route crossing BLM-administered lands be selected. 

• Completion of Final POD: To obtain a NTP to allow the initiation of construction, UDOT would be 
required to submit a Final POD to the BLM. The Final POD may be informed by pedestrian 
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resource surveys and would identify the site-specific ROW needs and disturbance areas, 
include maps of all proposed facilities, site-specific construction actions, temporary work 
areas, and any other facilities required for the project. The Final POD would also identify the 
site-specific application of design features and mitigation measures as required by any ROD 
issued by the BLM. UDOT would not begin construction until the Final POD is approved by the 
agency.  

• Lands Acquired with ESA Section 6 Funding: The USFWS would make a determination of the
value of all lands that were acquired with ESA Section 6 funding and would no longer serve
their intended purpose due to the encumbrance of the approved ROW. In accordance with 50
CFR 80.14 and 2 CFR 200.311, the State of Utah would compensate the USFWS in the form of
the transfer of an undivided pro-rated share of real property, replacement with real property of
equal value that meets the intended long-term conservation goal, and/or repayment of the
grant funds at fair market value. Compensation would be completed using non-Federal dollars
and the conditions of compensation are subject to negotiation between the USFWS and the
State of Utah.

• Offsite Habitat Restoration: Under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, the BLM, USFWS, Utah Watershed
Restoration Initiative, and other stakeholders would establish a partnership focused on
enhancing the condition and resilience of the Zone 3 sub-population of the Mojave desert
tortoise by improving habitat conditions and/or protecting habitat from future wildfires in
areas away from the proposed Northern Corridor. Building upon their well-established
cooperative relationship, the partners would secure funding, collaboratively design and
prioritize projects, and share resources to implement habitat restoration at a level beyond what
would have been achieved without the Northern Corridor, ultimately benefiting the desert
tortoise and other species within the NCA. Acres and locations of treatments may vary from
year to year based on availability of funding, new survey data, changes in conditions (e.g.,
wildfires), and other factors that would guide the partners to apply resources where they would
achieve the most substantial benefits for the species. The partners would work toward
restoring habitat every year, regardless of larger restoration projects that occur as a response
to wildfires, with a target total acreage of approximately 2,600 acres of successfully restored
habitat over the 25-year term of the HCP.

The BLM would continue to coordinate and cooperate with the Utah Watershed Restoration
Initiative to support their efforts to provide approximately $525,000 in state funding to
supplement the BLM’s efforts both within areas that burned in 2020 and in other areas that
may limit the spread of future fires. As an immediate response to the Turkey Farm Road and
Cottonwood Trail fires that occurred in 2020, the BLM would conduct emergency stabilization
efforts within the burned areas with an investment totaling approximately $2,187,000 over
3 years, dependent on budget allocations. In addition, the BLM has already requested
approximately $400,000 in Federal restoration funding that would repair damaged facilities or
fund other measures to support the emergency stabilization efforts (e.g. fencing repair to
prevent unauthorized off-road motorized use). Projects would be consistent with the Red Cliffs
NCA RMP and may include treatments and methods included in that plan, with subsequent
site-specific environmental analysis as appropriate. This may include limitations on types of
methods, but would also include consideration of other habitats for threatened and
endangered species of flora and fauna.

2.3 Red Cliffs National Conservation Area Resource Management Plan Amendments 
An amendment to the Red Cliffs NCA RMP would be necessary for any of the Northern Corridor 
action alternatives that would cross areas identified as avoidance areas for new ROWs in the 2016 
Red Cliffs NCA RMP (BLM 2016). As described in Section 2.6, the BLM has developed two action 
alternatives for the Red Cliffs NCA RMP Amendment that could be applied to Northern Corridor 
alternatives that are located within the avoidance areas established in the 2016 Red Cliffs NCA 
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RMP. Either of the action alternatives could be selected by the BLM in association with a Northern 
Corridor ROW alternative that crosses the existing avoidance areas in the Red Cliffs NCA. The No 
Action Alternative represents current management of the Red Cliffs NCA and could be applied to 
the No Action Alternative for the Northern Corridor or Northern Corridor alternatives located 
outside the Red Cliffs NCA. 

2.4 Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan and Incidental Take Permit 
A proposed action being evaluated by this EIS is the issuance of an ITP by the USFWS that would 
authorize take of the Mojave desert tortoise, incidental to Covered Activities (e.g., residential and 
commercial activities) in Washington County, Utah, and implementation of the HCP, in accordance 
with the statutory and regulatory requirements of the ESA. The USFWS will be reviewing the 
Amended HCP and issuance of an ITP based on whether permit issuance criteria contained in 
Section 10(a)(2)(B) of the ESA are met. Section 10(a)(2)(B) reads: “... (i) the taking will be 
incidental; (ii) the applicant will, to the maximum extent practicable, minimize and mitigate the 
impacts of such taking; (iii) the applicant will ensure that adequate funding for the plan will be 
provided; (iv) the taking will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery of 
the species in the wild; and (v) the measures, if any, required under subparagraph (A) (iv) will be 
met; and he has received such other assurances as he may require that the plan will be 
implemented, the Secretary shall issue the permit." 

In reviewing whether the HCP submitted by Washington County meets the permit issuance criteria, 
the USFWS will evaluate the Amended HCP and consider the best available information before 
making a determination to issue an ITP. 

The Amended HCP includes the potential ROW for the Northern Corridor as a changed 
circumstance. The changed circumstance provisions are triggered if the BLM approves a ROW for 
the Northern Corridor across Reserve Zone 3. If a new ROW through the Reserve is not approved, 
the changed circumstance provision is not triggered. 

In accordance with 40 CFR 1502.14, the USFWS considered alternatives for the issuance of an ITP 
to Washington County based on Washington County’s Amended HCP (refer to Section 2.7). The 
ability for the USFWS to exercise discretion over an ESA permit applicant’s non-Federal activities is 
limited to ensuring the non-Federal entity’s permit application meets the statutory and regulatory 
criteria in ESA Section 10(a)(2)(B) and 50 CFR 17.22 (b)(l) and 17.32(b)(l). This means that the 
ability of the USFWS to exercise control and responsibility over an applicant’s non-Federal 
activities under the ESA is limited to what is “necessary or appropriate for purposes of the plan” 
(50 CFR 17.22 (b)(1)(iii)(D)). This interpretation is consistent with the basic tenet that the USFWS 
does not authorize the applicant’s activities causing the incidental take, but rather the take 
resulting from the applicant’s activities. The USFWS will evaluate the Federal action via its ESA 
authority to determine whether an application complies with ESA and other applicable laws, such 
as the NHPA Section 106. 
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Table 2.3-1. Red Cliffs National Conservation Area Resource Management Plan Amendments, Alternatives Considered in Detail 

Red Cliffs NCA RMP Amendment Alternative A: (Current Management – No Action) 
Red Cliffs NCA RMP 

Amendment Alternative B Red Cliffs NCA RMP Amendment Alternative C 
LAR-13: Designate ROW Avoidance and Exclusion areas and retain an existing ROW corridor as follows: 
Exclusion areas: (areas that are not available for location of ROWs under any conditions, including all designated wilderness within the NCA): 
38,472 acres * 
Avoidance areas: 6,367 acres*; while considering a new proposed ROW application, the BLM will: 
a) Consider options for routing or siting the ROW outside of the NCA. 
b) Ensure consistency of the ROW with the established purpose of the NCA, as identified in OPLMA. 
c) Ensure that new ROWs share, parallel, or adjoin existing ROWs. 
d) Apply special stipulations and mitigation measures within avoidance areas consistent with BLM Visual Resource Management (VRM) 

objectives and the purpose of the NCA. 
e) Authorize new ROWs only when the project-specific NEPA analysis indicates that the construction and operation of the facility would not 

result in the take of Federally listed species; the adverse modification of designated critical habitats; or adverse effects to National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP)-listed or eligible properties, and the following criteria are met: 
1. Construction could be accomplished through methods that minimize new surface disturbances and resource impacts. 
2. New ROW access roads would not be required for construction, operation, and maintenance. 
3. Existing ROW access roads would not be permanently widened or upgraded for construction, operation, and maintenance; temporary 

enlargements or modifications to existing access routes needed during construction would be rehabilitated immediately after construction 
is complete. 

4. Construction, operations, and maintenance would not require off-road travel by motorized vehicles. 
Designated ROW Corridor: 20 acres; Retain the existing corridor along SR-18 through the NCA (150 feet either side of centerline of highway) to 
minimize adverse environmental impacts and the proliferation of separate rights-of-way. 

Same as Alternative A, except 
allow for a one-time exception 
to LAR-13 Criteria E for the 
issuance of a Title V ROW for 
the Northern Corridor project. 

Same as Alternative A, except designate a new ROW corridor 
as follows: 
Up to 500-foot corridor located along the selected route for the 
Northern Corridor (Map 2.3-1). 
Manage the new corridor as follows: 
• Open to aboveground and buried utilities. 
• Ensure that new ROWs share, parallel, or adjoin existing 

ROWs to the extent feasible. 
• Apply mitigation measures as a condition of approval to 

ensure that authorized ROWs are consistent with the visual, 
cultural, threatened and endangered species, and other 
management objectives and the purpose of the NCA. 

VRM-7: Manage the NCA as follows (Map 2.3-2, refer to Section 3.13 of the EIS for BLM VRM class descriptions): 
VRM Class I: 19,989 acres 
VRM Class II: 18,525 acres * 
VRM Class III: 6,160 acres * 
VRM Class IV: 183 acres * 

Same as Alternative A, except 
manage the ROW for the 
Northern Corridor as VRM 
Class IV (Map 2.3-3). 

Same as Alternative A, except manage the ROW corridor 
around the selected route for the Northern Corridor as VRM 
Class IV (Map 2.3-3). 

REC-4: Red Cliffs NCA Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA), Recreation, and Visitor Services Objectives: 
Foster a sense of awareness and stewardship in recreational participants and local community partners to maintain recreation values in the 
NCA. 
Provide opportunities for public land users to develop an understanding and appreciation of the NCA through on- and offsite educational and 
interpretive materials. 
Develop a nationally recognized, non-motorized trail system that provides high-quality opportunities for a wide range of recreational activities. 
Develop trailheads and waysides that share a signature design emblematic of the NCA. 
Establish four Recreation Management Zones (RMZs) within the Red Cliffs SRMA as management tools to assist in setting priorities for facilities 
development, maintenance, and law enforcement. 
Each zone would have consistent management objectives across alternatives but would vary in size. See Table 4 [BLM 2016b] for information 
about each zone and Appendix G of the Red Cliffs NCA ROD and Approved RMP for detailed RMZ descriptions and objectives. 
REC-5: Manage the RMZs as follows (Map 2.3-4): 
Rural Zone: 1,224 acres 
Frontcountry Zone: 14,937 acres * 
Backcountry Zone: 8,709 acres 
Primitive Zone: 19,989 acres 

Same as Alternative A, except 
manage a 600-foot-wide area 
around the selected route for 
the Northern Corridor as part 
of the Rural Zone (Map 2.3-5). 

Same as Alternative B. 

Note: * indicates acreages and accompanying language directly from the 2016 Red Cliffs NCA RMP. Resource sections in Chapter 3 are based on updated existing conditions including changes in land ownership within 
the Red Cliffs NCA.
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2.4.1 Habitat Conservation Plan and Incidental Take Permit No Action Alternative 

Under this alternative, the USFWS would not reissue an ITP to Washington County authorizing the 
take of Mojave desert tortoise subject to the conservation measures in the Amended HCP, and the 
ITP issued based on the 1995 HCP would expire. Washington County would not implement the 
Amended HCP, would cease implementing the 1995 HCP, and would not be authorized for any 
take of the Mojave desert tortoise. Washington County would not provide future funding for Mojave 
desert tortoise conservation including facilitating land acquisitions within the Reserve, monitoring, 
tortoise relocations, fence maintenance, law enforcement, outreach, recreation management, or 
other tortoise conservation actions. The Washington County staff positions created to support HCP 
implementation would be terminated, and the Habitat Conservation Advisory Committee and 
Technical Committee would be dissolved. Management decisions and activities on lands within the 
Reserve would remain under the jurisdiction and responsibility of the respective landowner, but 
regular coordination and collaborative adaptive management would no longer be supported by 
Washington County. Lands not yet acquired for the Reserve would cease to be managed as a part 
of the Reserve, which provides benefits to the Mojave desert tortoise. 

Under the No Action Alternative, otherwise lawful, non-Federal land uses and activities in 
Washington County would be anticipated to continue in a similar manner to how they would under 
the action alternatives. However, incidental take of the Mojave desert tortoise arising from 
otherwise lawful, non-Federal activities would not be authorized under the Amended HCP and ITP. 
Project proponents performing non-Federal land use or land development activities would have the 
responsibility to comply with the ESA on a project-by-project basis or through a separate 
programmatic approach. Prior to initiating a non-Federal activity, each non-Federal project 
proponent would have the responsibility to review its own activities to determine if the activity is 
reasonably certain to result in the incidental take of a listed species. If incidental take is likely, the 
project proponent could either modify the activity to avoid the reasonable certainty of take or seek 
authorization for such take from the USFWS. Given the distribution and density of Mojave desert 
tortoise within the Plan Area proposed in the Amended HCP, it is anticipated that many project 
proponents would be able to avoid the reasonable certainty of take through environmental due 
diligence (e.g., performing pre-activity surveys and installing best management practices to 
preclude Mojave desert tortoise from entering project areas). Project-specific permitting increases 
the processing time and staffing burden on both project proponents and the USFWS. Given the 
uncertainty associated with processing times for HCPs, project proponents may be at risk for 
project delays, and some proponents may cancel project plans. Some unacquired School and 
Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) and private lands within the Reserve would likely 
be developed, as these lands would no longer be a focus of acquisition efforts by the HCP 
Partners, though these developments would be required to comply with the ESA. 

2.4.2 Habitat Conservation Plan and Incidental Take Permit Action Alternative – Issue 
Incidental Take Permit subject to Mojave Desert Tortoise Conservation Measures in 
Amended HCP 

Under the HCP and ITP action alternatives, the USFWS would issue Washington County an ITP 
authorizing incidental take of the Mojave desert tortoise as a result of otherwise lawful land use 
and development activities over a 25-year term. The application submitted by Washington County 
indicated the County’s desire to renew the County’s ITP issued based on the 1995 HCP using the 
Amended HCP. However, for ITP renewals or amendments, the USFWS is required to update 
scientific information and consider new management strategies, where applicable, to ensure that 
all statutory and regulatory requirements are met. The USFWS is evaluating the HCP as a baseline 
condition including the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve and any conservation benefits that have been 
derived under the 1995 HCP and secondarily evaluating the entirety of the proposed project under 
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the context of a changed circumstance addressing the Northern Corridor as it would impacts the 
HCP Conservation Program. The USFWS considers Washington County’s Amended HCP submitted 
for USFWS consideration to amend the 1995 HCP and, if warranted, will issue a new ITP in light of 
the new information. When USFWS reviews an amended HCP, new issuance of take is considered 
independent from previous evaluations in light of the proposed conservation program. However, 
any benefit derived under the previous HCP and consistent with the previous ITP is, by nature, 
included in this evaluation. The USFWS is required to show that the Amended HCP meets ITP 
issuance criteria. The USFWS considers Section 10(a)(2)(A) of the ESA, its implementing 
regulations at 50 CFR 17.22 and 17.32, and the Habitat Conservation Planning and Incidental 
Take Permit Processing Handbook (HCP Handbook; USFWS and NMFS 2016) as the most current 
regulations, policy, and standards for HCP and associated amendments. 

The ITP would be issued based on Washington County’s Amended HCP and Implementation 
Agreement. The full Amended HCP and Implementation Agreement submitted by Washington 
County to support the County’s application for ITP renewal is available on the USFWS and BLM 
websites. The Notice of Availability of the Draft EIS requested public comments on Washington 
County’s Draft Amended HCP that was published along with the Draft EIS. The USFWS shared with 
Washington County relevant comments received on the Draft Amended HCP during the public 
comment period. Washington County revised portions of the Draft Amended HCP and 
Implementation Agreement based on these comments and additional discussions with the USFWS 
and other stakeholders between the publication of the Draft and Final EIS. The Washington County 
Commission approved the Amended HCP on October 20, 2020. Changes to the Amended HCP 
between the Draft and Final EIS include the following: 

• Changes to the HCP budget proposed to be funded by Washington County. 

• Clarifications regarding changed circumstances related to wildfire and disease. 

• Consideration of the Fickeisen plains cactus (Pediocactus peeblesianus fickeiseniae). 

• Clarifications related to 2020 wildfires. 

• Addition of an analysis of the Northern Corridor on the conservation value of Reserve Zone 3 compared 
to the conservation value of proposed Reserve Zone 6 prepared by the County. 

• Clarifications regarding the County’s commitments to improve connectivity in Reserve Zone 3 across 
Cottonwood Road. 

• Other technical clarifications throughout the Amended HCP.  

The Amended HCP analyzed in this Final EIS represents the changes incorporated by Washington 
County between the Draft and Final EIS. The following sections summarize the primary 
components of the Amended HCP that are analyzed in this EIS. 

Upon issuance of the ITP, Washington County would begin implementing the Amended HCP and 
would cease implementing the 1995 HCP. 

2.4.2.1 Washington County Amended HCP Administration 

The County would be the ITP permittee and would be responsible for administering the Amended 
HCP and complying with the terms and conditions of the ITP. The actions of the County are made 
through the deliberations and actions of the respective County legislative and executive bodies. 
The Washington County Commission provides final approval for all actions taken on behalf of the 
County pertaining to the Amended HCP. 

Municipalities within Washington County contribute to the Amended HCP through Interlocal 
Agreements with the County (the Municipal Partners). The Municipal Partners collect fees from 
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land developers and builders necessary for the implementation of the Amended HCP. As of 2020, 
all municipalities with jurisdiction in the Permit Area, except for the Town of Leeds, are Municipal 
Partners. Other entities performing activities not under the direct regulatory control of the County 
or a Municipal Partner may enter into a Participation Agreement with the County to participate in 
the Amended HCP in return for paying any necessary fees and implementing any other necessary 
conservation actions as prescribed in the Amended HCP. 

The County uses the fees collected to fund and carry out the County’s commitments in the 
Amended HCP. The County would have primary responsibility for administering the HCP, surveying 
for and removing Mojave desert tortoise from certain lands subject to Covered Activities, and 
providing financial support to the BLM and UDNR toward acquisition, management, and monitoring 
actions within the Reserve. To fulfill these functions, the County would continue to provide for an 
HCP Administrator and HCP Biologist staff positions necessary to support the administration of the 
Amended HCP. 

2.4.2.2 Habitat Conservation Plan Area and Incidental Take Permit Area 

As defined in the Amended HCP, the Plan Area is the geographic area where the Covered Activities 
and conservation measures performed in accordance with the Amended HCP would occur. The 
Plan Area for the Amended HCP is the entirety of Washington County, Utah. The Permit Area for 
the ITP is limited to that portion of the Plan Area that occurs outside of the Mojave desert tortoise 
Northeastern Mojave Recovery Unit. The Permit Area contains approximately 1,372,742 acres, or 
88 percent, of Washington County, generally located to the east of the Beaver Dam Mountains 
(Map 2.4-1). The Plan Area and Permit Area proposed in the Amended HCP are nearly identical to 
those in the 1995 HCP, though the amount of desert tortoise habitat on non-Federal lands in the 
Permit Area in 2020 is analyzed and described differently than the 1995 HCP based on updated 
information on Mojave desert tortoise distribution and habitat use.  

The distribution of resources within the Plan Area and the Permit Area, and the nature and 
location of the environmental effects anticipated from the Federal actions analyzed in the EIS, 
were used by the BLM and the USFWS to define analysis areas for each resource, which are 
described in Chapter 3. 

2.4.2.3 Amount of Take Requested 

The Amended HCP submitted by the County requests incidental take of the Mojave desert tortoise 
in all life stages (i.e., adult, juvenile, or hatchling) associated with the Covered Activities in an 
amount equivalent to the direct loss of up to 14,466 acres of occupied Mojave desert tortoise 
habitat and 51,835 acres of potential Mojave desert tortoise habitat within the Permit Area. These 
combined 66,301 acres represent the extent of Mojave desert tortoise habitat occurring within the 
Permit Area, outside of the Reserve boundary, on lands that are not under Federal or Tribal 
management at the time the Amended HCP was prepared. 

Within the Reserve, the amount of Mojave desert tortoise habitat within the Reserve that may be 
permanently lost to Covered Activities will not exceed 200 acres over the duration of the ITP term. 
These 200 acres could occur anywhere on the non-Federal lands that are not set aside for 
conservation (e.g., lands acquired by UDNR) in the Reserve, an area of 9,407 acres. These 200 acres 
are separate from the Northern Corridor; the impacts from the Northern Corridor to the desert 
tortoise are considered a changed circumstance to the HCP, not a covered activity of the HCP.  

2.4.2.4 Covered Activities 

Covered Activities are those otherwise lawful, non-Federal activities that are reasonably certain to 
take one or more Mojave desert tortoise for all life stages and for which authorization for such 
take would be provided by the ITP. Covered Activities must be (1) otherwise lawful, (2) non-Federal, 
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and (3) under the direct control of the permittee. The applicant is also responsible for complying 
with other applicable local, State, and Federal laws. Non-Federal activities are those that are not 
funded, authorized, or carried out by a Federal agency. Activities under the direct control of the 
permittee are those that the entity controls through jurisdictional authority, employment, 
contracts, leases, or land ownership. Within the Reserve, the Covered Activities are restricted to a 
narrow list of activities. 

Generally speaking, the Covered Activities addressed by the 1995 HCP and carried forward into the 
Amended HCP are of two categories: 

• Land development and land use activities that may occur on non-Federal land outside the 
Reserve. 

• Certain land development and land use activities that may occur on land inside the Reserve 
when performed in accordance with the applicable protocols and other measures specified in 
the conservation program of the Amended HCP. 

The Covered Activities, whether inside or outside of the Reserve, are subject to the following 
criteria: 

• Must be non-Federal and performed within the Permit Area. 

• Must be otherwise lawful and conducted in accordance with all applicable local, State, and 
Federal laws, regulations, ordinances, and permissions. 

• Are subject to the direct control of the County, a non-Federal HCP Partner, or a Municipal 
Partner through regulatory control such as zoning, or permitting, or other legal authority. 

• Effects of the activities have been analyzed in the Amended HCP.1  

• Must be reasonably certain to cause incidental take of the Mojave desert tortoise. 

The County, as the ITP permittee, establishes direct control over Covered Activities through a 
variety of mechanisms, including the Implementing Agreement with HCP Partners, Interlocal 
Agreements with Municipal Partners, Participation Agreements and Certificates of Inclusion, or 
local zoning, permitting, or other legal authorities, as applicable. 

Activities that are not reasonably certain to take Mojave desert tortoise are not subject to the 
terms and conditions of the Amended ITP, even if such activities are similar to the Covered 
Activities (e.g., land development in an area that is not habitat for the Mojave desert tortoise). The 
proposed Northern Corridor is not a Covered Activity of the Amended HCP. 

Covered Activities outside the Reserve 

The ITP issued by the USFWS would allow for incidental take of Mojave desert tortoise resulting 
from otherwise lawful, non-Federal activities outside the Reserve, including the following: 

• Livestock grazing. 

• Creation of new utility easements and the maintenance of existing utility easements, including, 
but not limited to, power, telephone, and cable television lines; water, sewer, and natural gas 
pipelines; and associated access roads. 

• Land clearing. 

                                                      
 

1 For an ITP renewal or amendment, the USFWS is required to show that the Amended HCP meets ITP issuance criteria 
(2016 HCP Handbook, p. 17-6). The USFWS considers Section 10(a)(2)(A) of the ESA, its implementing regulations at 
50 CFR 17.22 and 17.32, and the 2016 HCP Handbook to be the most current regulations, policy, and standards for 
reviewing HCPs and associated amendments. 
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• Building construction. 

• Vehicle use. 

• Agricultural land treatments such as plowing, disking, mowing, swathing, and harrowing. 

• Mining. 

• Drilling for resources, including, but not limited to, petroleum, natural gas, other hydrocarbon, 
and water for exploration or production purposes. 

• Firefighting to abate public nuisance and protect life and property. 

• Clearing for landfill exploration or production purposes. 

• Renewable energy development. 

• Recreation events. 

The geographic restrictions on this set of Covered Activities (i.e., “non-Federal lands” and “outside 
of the Reserve”) are applied at the time the otherwise lawful activity occurs. 

Covered Activities inside the Reserve 

The ITP issued by the USFWS would allow for incidental take of Mojave desert tortoise resulting 
from a specific list of otherwise lawful, non-Federal activities inside the Reserve performed in 
accordance with the applicable protocols, other measures specified in the conservation program of 
the Amended HCP. Specific to take occurring within the Reserve, the County’s Amended HCP 
includes conservation measures that address recommendations for offsetting impacts to Mojave 
desert tortoise taken by Covered Activities inside the Reserve, which may include the following: 

• The acquisition and protection of Mojave desert tortoise habitat outside of the Reserve at 
impact-to-protection ratios consistent with guidance in Compensation for the Desert Tortoise 
(Desert Tortoise Compensation Team 1991). 

• Case-by-case consideration for conservation credit generated by actions that enhance 
connectivity of Mojave desert tortoise habitat across the Plan Area, restore degraded Mojave 
desert tortoise habitat, prevent wildfire within the Reserve, control invasive species within the 
Reserve, or contribute to Mojave desert tortoise head-starting or population augmentation 
efforts within the Plan Area. 

• Conservation credit acquired from in-lieu fee programs or third-party conservation banks, if 
such program becomes available in the future. 

The County’s Amended HCP acknowledges that the impact-to-conservation ratios appropriate for 
actions other than habitat acquisition and protection may be greater than those recommended by 
Desert Tortoise Compensation Team (1991). 

The Covered Activities inside the Reserve would be as follows: 

• Recreation Uses and Related Facilities: Individual or small-group forms of recreation on 
designated trails or use areas within the Reserve, when performed in accordance with the 
conservation measures specified in the Public Use Plan. As established in the 1995 HCP, this 
set of Covered Activities explicitly includes hiking, birdwatching, photography, camping, 
horseback riding, and hunting by unorganized individuals or small groups of individuals in 
guided or controlled tours. The construction, operation, and maintenance of facilities 
associated with covered recreational uses of the Reserve are also Covered Activities when 
performed in accordance with the conservation measures specified in the development 
protocols. This allowed use also includes emergency search and rescue actions necessary to 
protect human health and safety. 
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• Utilities, Access Roads, Water Development, and Flood Control: Construction, operation, use, 
maintenance, upgrade or expansion, decommissioning, or emergency repair of otherwise 
lawful infrastructure facilities related to the distribution or transmission of utilities (including, 
but not limited to, electric, telephone, cable, water, wastewater, and natural gas), water 
development projects (including, but not limited to, wells, pump stations, and reservoirs), 
flood/stormwater control facilities (including, but not limited to, detention ponds and 
sedimentation ponds), and access roads needed to construct and maintain such facilities, 
when performed within designated ROWs on lands within the Reserve in accordance with the 
conservation measures specified in the development protocols. 

• General Reserve Management: Reserve management activities may include, but are not 
limited to, vegetation management, invasive species control, firefighting, controlled burns, 
predator control, recreation management, and the installation and maintenance of fencing. 
Some Reserve management activities may be in response to emergency situations, such as 
wildfires or floods. Promptly addressing such events is essential to protect the overall 
conservation value of the Reserve and to protect human health and safety. 

• Zone-specific Allowed Uses: The Reserve is divided into five zones to facilitate management 
(Map 2.4-3). Certain uses of Reserve lands not already addressed in the categories above were 
identified in and subsequently carried forward from the 1995 HCP. Reserve Zone 5 does not 
have zone-specific allowed uses. 

– Reserve Zone 1: Low-density residential development limited to a maximum overall density 
of one unit per acre with minimized surface disturbance during development and retention 
of native vegetation and restrictions on exotic plant materials. 

– Reserve Zone 2: Existing State and local government uses are Covered Activities, including 
existing public recreational access and use of related facilities and various infrastructure 
facilities (e.g., detention basins, wells, and utility access roads). 

– Reserve Zone 3: Existing State and local government uses are Covered Activities, including 
the continued operation, use, and maintenance of facilities associated with the City of 
St. George law enforcement training range, the debris basin behind City Creek dam, Pioneer 
Park, and other various infrastructure facilities (e.g., detention basins, wells, and utility 
access roads). 

2.4.2.5 Mojave Desert Tortoise Conservation Measures 

The Washington County HCP serves the dual functions of supporting the County's ITP authorizing 
take of the Mojave desert tortoise associated with Covered Activities and of coordinating actions 
by other HCP Partners that are intended to further the recovery of the Mojave desert tortoise in the 
Upper Virgin River Recovery Unit (UVRRU). The Amended HCP restates the conservation measures 
identified in the 1995 HCP that contribute to meeting the recovery-based biological goals and 
objectives of the Washington County HCP and provide guidance to the HCP Partners responsible 
for the long-term management and monitoring of the Reserve. The County also identifies the 
specific actions that it commits to implement during the ITP term, in part with funding provided by 
the Municipal Partners. 

Red Cliffs Desert Reserve 

The acquisition and management of the Reserve by the HCP Partners is the primary conservation 
measure of the 1995 HCP. The 1995 HCP established the Reserve with an area of 61,022 acres. 
Between 1995 and 2019, Washington County and the HCP Partners identified and capitalized on 
opportunities for expanding the size of the Reserve. The Amended HCP formalizes these boundary 
changes for an updated Reserve boundary that includes 62,031 acres (Map 2.4-2). 

The Reserve boundary is also the target area for the consolidation of private and SITLA-owned 
lands into BLM or UDNR ownership. Reserve acquisitions will be limited to those transactions 
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involving willing participants. As of February 2020, approximately 665 acres of private land and 
6,432 acres of SITLA land occur within the Reserve and remain to be acquired for long-term 
management. Future acquisition of the remaining private and SITLA lands in the Reserve will be a 
responsibility of the BLM under the Amended HCP and Implementation Agreement. However, 
Washington County would provide support for Reserve land acquisitions through administrative 
and financial assistance as well as grant-funded transactions (with the additional support of the 
UDNR and the USFWS), when resources and willing sellers are available. 

Management of Reserve lands is currently and would continue to be accomplished by a variety of 
land management agencies under the Amended HCP and Implementation Agreement using their 
respective authorities. 

Other Actions to Minimize and Mitigate the Impact of Take 

The Amended HCP and Implementation Agreement provides more information on responsible 
parties for each conservation measure, as well as conservation measures that were completed 
during the original ITP term. The conservation measures proposed in the Amended HCP include the 
following: 

• Reserve Fencing: Maintenance of fencing within the Reserve to reduce direct mortality and 
injury of Mojave desert tortoise from Covered Activities. 

• Law Enforcement: Law enforcement to ensure that lands within the Reserve are used in 
accordance with applicable Federal, State, and local rules. 

• Community Education and Outreach: Ongoing operation of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve Visitor 
Center, a County-maintained website for the Reserve, and implementing educational programs 
or materials about the Reserve, its natural resources, wildlife, and recreational opportunities. 
Planning and funding to construct a new Red Cliffs Visitor Center facility in Washington County, 
as contemplated in the 1995 HCP. This new facility may also serve as a holding facility for 
Mojave desert tortoise awaiting translocation, adoption, or head-starting. The BLM and UDNR 
will also continue their respective programs for education and outreach regarding the Mojave 
desert tortoise, other rare and sensitive resources, and the Mojave Desert ecosystem. 

• Tortoise Translocation: Washington County will continue to implement clearance protocols to 
collect Mojave desert tortoise from areas subject to Covered Activities outside of the Reserve. 
Upon collection, the County will continue to provide temporary care for collected Mojave desert 
tortoise until transfer to the UDNR for translocation or adoption. The UDNR will continue to 
perform health screenings for collected Mojave desert tortoise to assess overall fitness and 
disease risk. Refer to the Amended HCP for a complete copy of the most recent protocols. 

• Utility Development Protocols: The utility development protocols minimize impacts to Mojave 
desert tortoise through additional project-specific review, the application of clearance 
protocols, collecting Mojave desert tortoise for translocation, use of biological monitors, 
application of seasonal restrictions, minimization of disturbance footprints, training 
construction personnel, and similar activities (refer to the Amended HCP for a complete copy of 
the most recent protocols). 

• Recreation Management: Responsibility for managing public recreational activities within the 
Reserve rests with the respective land manager. However, the HCP Partners prepared the Red 
Cliffs Desert Reserve Public Use Plan (PUP; Washington County HCP Administration 2000) to 
provide guidance for managing public recreation in the Reserve. The PUP addresses allowed 
and disallowed uses, on- and off-trail uses, trail etiquette, campfires and firewood collecting, 
parking, damage of rocks and plants, day use parks and user facilities, pets, motorized vehicle 
use, signage, and commercial or organized competitive recreational activities (for example, 
guided activities, instructional programs, filmmaking, or races). The PUP also provides activity-
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specific guidance for hiking, camping, bicycling, equestrian use, rock climbing and sport 
rappelling, rock scrambling, hunting, and other recreational uses. 

• Reserve Habitat and Fire Management: The Reserve habitat and fire management guidelines 
set priorities for Reserve management and to provide guidance to Washington County, the HCP 
Partners, and fire crews for addressing wildfire-related threats within the Reserve. In addition, 
Washington County would establish an adaptive management fund to help support planning, 
monitoring, and responses for fire management in the Reserve. While habitat restoration 
within the Reserve is a long-term activity for which the BLM and UDNR have primary 
responsibility, the County included funding for fire-related incidents in the Amended HCP 
budget. Given the fires that occurred in the Reserve in 2020, the Amended HCP expresses the 
County’s intention to spend the entirety of those funds towards restoration efforts or other fire-
prevention measures through the adaptive management process.  

Adaptive Management and Monitoring 

The Amended HCP would continue to rely on the deliberations of the Habitat Conservation Advisory 
Committee and Technical Committee for adaptive management recommendations. The Habitat 
Conservation Advisory Committee is composed of representatives of the HCP Partners and other 
community stakeholders, and the Technical Committee is composed of biologists and other 
conservation or technical professionals. These committees meet regularly to review actions taken 
to implement the conservation program. The Habitat Conservation Advisory Committee makes 
recommendations or proposed amendments, including funding expenditures, to the Washington 
County Commission. 

The Amended HCP would also continue biological monitoring program including baseline Reserve 
population monitoring completed by the UDWR and special topic monitoring that may be 
recommended through the adaptive management process. 

2.4.2.6 Changed Circumstances 

USFWS regulations define changed circumstances as “changes in circumstances affecting a 
species or geographic area covered by a conservation plan or agreement that can reasonably be 
anticipated by plan or agreement developers and the Service [USFWS] and that can be planned for 
(for example, the listing of new species, or a fire or other natural catastrophic event in areas prone 
to such events)” (50 CFR 17.3). To the extent that an ITP permittee provides for a changed 
circumstance in the HCP, the permittee must implement the prescribed response to the changed 
circumstance, if it occurs, to remain eligible for the assurances of the No Surprises rule (63 FR 
8859). 

The Amended HCP identifies nine changed circumstances that may occur over the extended ITP 
term and the responsive actions required to remedy each changed circumstance. Each of these 
changed circumstances is described in detail in the Amended HCP. Eight of the changed 
circumstances are administrative in nature. The triggering of these changed circumstances would 
temporarily modify funding for or the County’s implementation procedures for elements of the 
HCP. However, these changed circumstances would not modify the environmental impacts of the 
USFWS issuing an ITP to Washington County analyzed and disclosed in this EIS. Because of its 
relevance to the analysis included in this EIS, the approval of the Northern Corridor across the 
Reserve changed circumstance is described in detail as follows. 

Approval of the Northern Corridor across the Reserve 

The changed circumstance would be triggered upon BLM approval of a new ROW grant for the 
Northern Corridor across Reserve Zone 3. However, if the proposed Northern Corridor does not 
receive a new BLM ROW grant or if an alternative route for the Northern Corridor is selected that 
does not result in a new road crossing the Reserve, this changed circumstance would not be 
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triggered. In response to this changed circumstance, Washington County and the HCP Partners 
would implement the following additional conservation measures, which are described in more 
detail in the Amended HCP. 

Establish Reserve Zone 6 

The Amended HCP would establish an additional area to be managed as part of the Reserve that 
serves as mitigation for the activities covered by the HCP if the changed circumstance is triggered 
(Map 2.4-4). This additional area is called Reserve Zone 6. Proposed Reserve Zone 6 would include 
approximately 6,812 acres of primarily SITLA-owned or BLM-administered lands. Over time, the BLM 
or other conservation entities would acquire the non-Federal lands for long-term conservation 
purposes. The County would fund the acquisition of a portion of the non-Federal lands within 
proposed Reserve Zone 6, as described in the HCP. This commitment would be satisfied prior to the 
start of construction. The remainder of the non-Federal lands within the proposed Reserve Zone 6 
would be subject to acquisition following the acquisition strategy identified for Reserve Zones 1 
through 5. In the interim, the remaining non-Federal lands would be managed by the County to 
promote the conservation of the Mojave desert tortoise until such time that they are acquired. 

Allowed uses in proposed Reserve Zone 6 would include those uses allowed in the Reserve with 
respect to recreation uses and related facilities when performed in accordance with the PUP (with 
zone-specific amendments as described following); utilities, access roads, water development, and 
flood control when performed in accordance with the utility development protocols; and general 
Reserve management when performed in accordance with the Amended HCP. In addition, the 
following zone-specific allowed uses would be established for the proposed Reserve Zone 6: 

• Existing State and local government infrastructure and uses. 

• Competitive use events that have the approval of a Special Recreation Permit (SRP) issued by 
the appropriate land management entity, as applicable. 

Upon triggering this changed circumstance, or as otherwise specified below, Washington County 
would implement the following conservation actions associated with proposed Reserve Zone 6: 

• Reserve Administration: Washington County would provide additional funding for increased 
staffing and administrative costs associated with the establishment of proposed Reserve 
Zone 6 and the implementation of these conservation actions. Washington County will add up 
to three full-time HCP support staff to include an Outreach Coordinator, Field Technician, and 
Administrative Assistant. 

• Reserve Land Acquisition: Washington County would fund the acquisition of a portion of 
proposed Reserve Zone 6 lands in an amount equal to three times the acreage contained 
within the limits of the ROW for the Northern Corridor.  

• Reserve Fencing: Washington County would obtain the appropriate site-specific authorizations 
and install the necessary fencing along the eastern parts of the proposed Reserve Zone 6 
boundary (approximately 19 miles of new fencing on both SITLA lands and BLM-administered 
lands, as authorized) and along the Navajo Road corridor to prevent motorized access outside 
the road ROW, and in other areas to enhance protections for ESA-listed plant species within 
proposed Reserve Zone 6. Washington County and the HCP Partners would finalize and 
implement the fencing plan for proposed Reserve Zone 6 within 5 years of the triggering of the 
changed circumstance. 

• Law Enforcement: Washington County would provide additional funding for Washington County 
Sheriff Deputy patrols within the Reserve for the duration of the extended ITP term. Law 
enforcement will support Reserve integrity, help manage allowed uses of the Reserve, and 
minimize impacts on Mojave desert tortoise and ESA-listed plants within proposed Reserve 
Zone 6. 
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• Community Education and Outreach: Washington County would provide additional funding to 
expand education and outreach efforts promoting interest in the Mojave desert tortoise, the 
Mojave Desert ecosystem, and related natural and cultural resources that may include videos, 
advertising, handouts, community engagement, contractor training, and volunteer 
coordination. The additional funding will help existing users of lands within proposed Reserve 
Zone 6 understand and abide by new recreation and use restrictions. 

• Grazing Permit Acquisition and Retirement: Washington County and the HCP Partners would 
coordinate with the holders of active grazing permits applicable to proposed Reserve Zone 6 
and attempt to negotiate the acquisition of such grazing permits or portions thereof from 
willing sellers. 

• Utility Development Protocols: Washington County and the HCP Partners would subject the 
allowed uses of non-Federal lands in proposed Reserve Zone 6 to the applicable provisions of 
the utility development protocols. Washington County and the HCP Partners will apply those 
portions of the utility development protocols that pertain to lands within the Reserve to Zone 6. 

• Recreation Management: Recreational uses within the Reserve would be an allowed use of 
proposed Reserve Zone 6, including competitive use events that have the approval of a SRP 
issued by the appropriate land management entity, as applicable. 

Washington County, the BLM, SITLA, and the other HCP Partners would reduce the 
total mileage of designated recreation access routes within proposed Reserve Zone 6 to 
approximately 65 miles of primarily non-motorized trails. Consideration would be retained for 
some motorized access as necessary and appropriate to facilitate efficient management of 
proposed Reserve Zone 6 and to provide appropriate opportunities for motorized recreational 
access west of proposed Reserve Zone 6. 

Washington County, the BLM, SITLA, and the other HCP Partners would coordinate on 
developing a comprehensive travel and transportation plan for BLM-administered lands and an 
equivalent process for management of any non-Federal lands, both with public participation, to 
create a final trail plan that implements the targeted level of trail reduction within proposed 
Reserve Zone 6. Washington County would act within its discretion to complete the plan for 
non-Federal lands within the first 5 years after this changed circumstance is triggered. 

Washington County would fund recreation management activities within proposed Reserve 
Zone 6 for the duration of the extended ITP term such as the installation and maintenance of 
regulatory signs, information kiosks, trail maintenance or enhancement, parking 
improvements, and similar actions. 

• Reserve Habitat and Fire Management: Washington County would provide additional funds to 
support the habitat restoration and fire management of SITLA-owned lands in proposed 
Reserve Zone 6. These additional funds may also be used by the HCP Partners for long-term 
management of proposed Reserve Zone 6. 

• Monitoring and Adaptive Management Planning: Washington County and the HCP Partners 
would expand the biological monitoring program to proposed Reserve Zone 6. To support this 
expansion, Washington County will provide additional funding for baseline Reserve population 
monitoring and special topic monitoring, with a focus on actions pertaining to SITLA-owned 
lands. 

Take Authorization within Proposed Reserve Zone 6 

Upon the triggering of the changed circumstance, incidental take of Mojave desert tortoise 
associated with 3,338 acres of tortoise habitat on non-Federal lands within proposed Reserve 
Zone 6 would no longer be part of the County’s ITP. If the changed circumstance is not triggered, 
these acres would be included as part of the County’s HCP for authorization of incidental take. This 
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amount of incidental take authorization is equivalent to the acres of non-Federal lands within 
proposed Reserve Zone 6. 

Cottonwood Springs Road Tortoise Culverts 

Under the changed circumstance, the County would add culverts under Cottonwood Springs Road 
within Reserve Zone 3 that restore the potential for Mojave desert tortoise movement across this 
pre-existing barrier. 

2.5 St. George Field Office Resource Management Plan Amendments 
As described in greater detail in Table 2.5-1, if a Northern Corridor alignment crossing Zone 3 of 
the Reserve is approved by the BLM, the Washington County HCP would trigger a changed 
circumstance that would establish and manage the proposed Zone 6 of the Reserve. 

The BLM is a signatory to the HCP Implementation Agreement. If the changed circumstance 
described in the Amended HCP is triggered, the BLM would amend the existing SGFO RMP to align 
the management of the BLM-administered lands within proposed Reserve Zone 6 with the 
management described in the Washington County HCP. The BLM has developed the alternatives 
described in Table 2.5-1 to complete this task. 

In addition to the planning-level actions described, future implementation-level actions may be 
required to fully implement the management of proposed Reserve Zone 6 as described in the 
Washington County HCP. The BLM would work with Washington County, UDOT, SITLA, and other 
HCP Partners to complete necessary implementation-level actions in accordance with the HCP. 
Additional NEPA analysis may be necessary for the BLM to implement some actions. 

Conservation measures for special status plants on BLM-administered lands in proposed Reserve 
Zone 6 are detailed in Attachment 3 of Appendix D. The BLM would implement these measures if 
Reserve Zone 6 is established, which would occur if the USFWS issues the ITP to Washington 
County and the BLM approves a ROW in Reserve Zone 3. 
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Table 2.5-1. St. George Field Office Resource Management Plan Amendments Alternatives Considered in Detail 

SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative A: (Current Management – No 
Action) SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative C 

[Adopted from SGFO RMP decision LD-19] 
Manage 2,639.5 acres of proposed Reserve Zone 6 as a ROW 
avoidance area. 
Manage 860.2 acres of proposed Reserve Zone 6 as open to new ROWs 
(Map 2.5-1). 

Manage proposed Reserve Zone 6 as an exclusion area for new ROWs (Map 2.5-2). New rights-of-way 
will be granted in these areas only when required by law or Federal court action. 

Manage proposed Reserve Zone 6 as an avoidance area 
for new ROWs (Map 2.5-3). When considering a new 
proposed ROW application, the BLM will: 
Consider options for routing or siting the ROW outside of 
proposed Reserve Zone 6. 
Ensure consistency of the ROW with the conservation 
objectives of proposed Reserve Zone 6. 
Ensure that new ROWs share, parallel, or adjoin existing 
ROWs. 
Apply special stipulations and mitigation measures 
consistent with the avoidance and minimization of 
impacts on Mojave desert tortoise and its habitat. 
Authorize new ROWs only when the project-specific NEPA 
analysis indicates that the construction and operation of 
the facility would meet the following criteria: 
• Construction could be accomplished through methods 

that minimize new surface disturbances and resource 
impacts. 

• New ROW access roads would not be required for 
construction, operation, and maintenance. 

• Existing ROW access roads would not be permanently 
widened or upgraded for construction, operation, and 
maintenance; temporary enlargements or 
modifications to existing access routes needed during 
construction would be rehabilitated immediately after 
construction is completed. 

• Construction, operations, and maintenance would not 
require off-road travel by motorized vehicles. 

Land Tenure Adjustments - Land Acquisition N.A. N.A. 
[Adopted from SGFO RMP decision LD-05] 
No lands have been identified for acquisition within proposed Reserve 
Zone 6 (Map 2.5-4). 

Identify all non-Federal lands within Reserve Zone 6 for acquisition through purchase, exchange, or 
donation. Manage all acquired lands consistent with the prescriptions applied to the remainder of 
Zone 6 (Map 2.5-5). 

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B.  

Land Tenure Adjustments - Land Transfer/Disposal N.A. N.A. 
[Adopted from SGFO RMP decision LD-06] 
Manage 176.0 acres of proposed Reserve Zone 6 as lands that may be 
transferred out of public ownership (Map 2.5-4). 

Retain all Federal lands within Reserve Zone 6 with no exception (Map 2.5-5). Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B.  

Land Withdrawals and Classifications N.A. N.A. 
[Adopted from SGFO RMP decision LD-20 and MI-09] 
Manage 2,352.8 acres of Reserve Zone 6 as proposed for withdrawal 
from mineral exploration and entry (Map 2.5-6). 

Retain all existing proposed withdrawals within Reserve Zone 6. 
Recommend all Federal lands within Zone 6 for withdrawal from locatable mineral exploration and 
entry (Map 2.5-7). 
Manage acquired lands within Zone 6 as recommended for withdrawal for locatable mineral 
exploration and entry. 

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. 

Fluid Minerals N.A. N.A. 
[Adopted from SGFO RMP decision MI-01] 
Manage Reserve Zone 6 for fluid mineral leasing as follows (Map 2.5-8): 
Open – 594.8 acres 
Controlled Surface Use (CSU) – 333.1 acres 
No Surface Occupancy (NSO) – 2,446.7 acres 
Closed – 122.2 acres of lands within Incorporated City Boundaries (at 
the time of the 1999 RMP) 

Manage Reserve Zone 6 as closed for fluid mineral leasing (Map 2.5-9). Manage unincorporated areas of proposed Reserve 
Zone 6 as open for fluid mineral leasing, subject to NSO 
stipulations with no exceptions, modifications, or waivers. 
Manage incorporated areas of proposed Reserve Zone 6 
as closed for fluid mineral leasing (Map 2.5-10). 
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SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative A: (Current Management – No 
Action) SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative C 

MI-06: Exploration, drilling, and production will be subject to the 
operation and reclamation standards described in the SGFO RMP for 
surface disturbing activities. 

Manage proposed Reserve Zone 6 as closed to fluid mineral exploration, including seismic exploration 
activities. 

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. 

Locatable Minerals N.A. N.A. 
[Adopted from SGFO RMP decision MI-07] 
Manage proposed Reserve Zone 6 for locatable mineral entry as follows 
(Map 2.5-11): 
Open – 1,146.7 acres 
Proposed Withdrawal – 2,355.9 acres 
Restricted – 4.8 acres 
Plans of Operation are required for all development in ACECs. 

Recommend all lands within proposed Reserve Zone 6 for withdrawal from locatable mineral entry 
(Map 2.5-12). 
Pending approval of the recommended withdrawal, Plans of Operation are required for all exploration 
and development within proposed Reserve Zone 6. 

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. 

Mineral Materials  N.A. N.A. 
[Adopted from SGFO RMP decision MI-16] 
Manage proposed Reserve Zone 6 for mineral material sales as follows 
(Map 2.5-13): 
Open – 1,142.8 acres 
Closed – 2,360.0 acres 
Restricted – 4.8 acres 

Manage proposed Reserve Zone 6 as closed to mineral material sales (Map 2.5-14). Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. 

Special Status Species N.A. N.A. 
Management decisions pertaining to reintroduction, relocation, 
translocation, and population augmentation of Mojave desert tortoises 
and other special status species were not included in the SGFO RMP. 

Allow the reintroduction, relocation, translocation, and population augmentation of Mojave desert 
tortoise and other special status species into current or historic habitats in proposed Reserve Zone 6, 
in coordination with the USFWS, UDWR, and local governments, subject to guidance provided by BLM’s 
6840 policy and by existing or future Memorandum of Understanding. 

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. 

Management decisions to authorize or restrict native seed harvesting 
for commercial or non-commercial purposes were not included in the 
SGFO RMP. 

Do not authorize native seed harvesting for commercial or non-commercial purposes in proposed 
Reserve Zone 6. 

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. 

Goal/Objective: The BLM will work collaboratively with local, State, and 
Federal partners to accomplish the goals and the objectives of the 
Washington County HCP and Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. Major goals 
include the preservation and protection of the desert tortoise and its 
habitat so as to achieve full recovery of the tortoise as well as other 
listed or sensitive species found within the Upper Virgin River Recovery 
Unit (UVRRU). 

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative A, except within proposed Reserve Zone 6, add the 
following objectives: 
Land uses and authorized activities are managed to conserve, protect, and restore habitats to meet 
the nutritional, metabolic (shade/cover), reproductive, and home range requirements of viable Mojave 
desert tortoise populations. 
Ecologically intact areas of Mojave desert tortoise habitat are conserved and protected from 
fragmentation and loss of native vegetation communities through appropriate land use allocations 
and management actions across BLM programs. 
Ecological integrity of damaged native vegetation communities is restored through appropriate 
revegetation methods and the control and eradication of noxious weeds and nonnative invasive 
species. 
Land uses and authorized activities are managed so that habitats provide ecological diversity and 
connectivity to create genetic resilience for Mojave desert tortoise populations under changing 
climatic conditions. 
Research is supported that increases the knowledge of Mojave desert tortoise life histories and 
population dynamics in proposed Reserve Zone 6. 
BLM will work collaboratively with local, State, and Federal partners to accomplish the goals and the 
objectives of the Washington County HCP and its implementation agreement. 

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. 

FW-21 In collaboration with affected State and Federal agencies, 
predator control in either area may be allowed using techniques 
designed to control target species only. This will reduce the loss of 
hatchlings and juvenile tortoises to predators such as coyotes and 
ravens. 

In proposed Reserve Zone 6, collaborate with the USFWS, UDWR, and appropriate U.S. Department of 
Agriculture agencies on predator control, if other management actions have not been successful in 
reducing documented predation levels that have been shown to be measurably impacting the recovery 
of viable Mojave desert tortoise populations. Require the development of target species-specific 
predator control plans supported by NEPA analyses that identify the purpose of and need for action, 
designate specific goals to be met, and evaluate the least invasive and most ecologically sensitive 
methods to accomplish those goals. 

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. 
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SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative A: (Current Management – No 
Action) SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative C 

Fire Management   
The 1999 St. George RMP was amended by the 2005 Utah Land Use 
Plan Amendment for Fire and Fuels Management. The current 
management of wildland fire in proposed Reserve Zone 6 is 
summarized as follows: 
• Manage creosote/bursage vegetated areas to achieve the Desired 

Wildland Fire Conditions. These conditions are for fire to be mostly 
excluded from these vegetation types. Historically, fire seldom to 
rarely occurs because of the lack of surface fuels in these 
communities. 

• Do not allow fire to burn into these vegetation types since fire rarely 
occurs and the potential for cheatgrass invasion is high. 

• Treat creosote and bursage types using mechanical, chemical, or 
biological treatments to reduce annual grass cover. 

• Following wildfire, aggressively seed to reduce potential for annual 
grasses and other invasive weeds. 

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative A, except also manage proposed Reserve Zone 6 as 
follows: 
• Employ rapid and appropriate suppression responses to minimize fire size and duration in proposed 

Reserve Zone 6. 
• Conserve and protect unburned areas through appropriate fire suppression responses, while 

prioritizing firefighter and public safety and the protection of private property. 
• Use Resource Advisors to guide suppression actions for all fires to help ensure that ecological 

systems and resource values are conserved and protected to the maximum extent possible. 
• Evaluate the use of “backfiring” as a fire suppression tactic in late successional shrublands, 

including Joshua tree woodlands and blackbrush communities, on a case-by-case basis. Require 
BLM Field Manager approval prior to employing this tactic. 

• Naturally ignited wildfires are not authorized to accomplish a resource objective as there are no 
fire-adapted vegetative communities present in which fire has historically played an important role 
in ecosystem function. 

• Do not authorize the use of management-ignited (prescriptive) fire in any of the ecological systems 
for hazard fuel reduction or vegetation type conversions, as these are not fire-adapted communities 
in which fire has historically played an important role in ecosystem function. 

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. 

Livestock Grazing N.A. N.A. 
GZ-10: Manage proposed Reserve Zone 6, including the portions of the 
Curly Hollow and Box Canyon allotments as available for livestock 
grazing (Map 2.5-16). 

Make all lands within proposed Reserve Zone 6 unavailable for livestock grazing (Map 2.5-17). Make the portions of the Box Canyon allotment within 
proposed Reserve Zone 6 unavailable for livestock 
grazing. 
Make the portions of the Holding Pasture of the Curly 
Hollow allotment within proposed Reserve Zone 6 
unavailable for livestock grazing. 
Continue to make the River Pasture of the Curly Hollow 
allotment within proposed Reserve Zone 6 available for 
livestock grazing (Map 2.5-18). 

Recreation – Extensive Recreation Management Areas N.A. N.A. 
Management decisions related to geocaches and virtual geocaches 
were not included in the SGFO RMP. 

Prohibit physical geocaches in proposed Reserve Zone 6. * 
Allow virtual geocaches in proposed Reserve Zone 6, provided they are compliant with other zone 
restrictions. Written approval from the BLM Field Manager would be required prior to the public 
posting of any virtual geocache placement. * 

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. * 

Management decisions allowing or prohibiting take-off and landing of 
powered parachutes, ultralight aircraft, remote-controlled aircraft, and 
unmanned aerial vehicle systems were not included in the SGFO RMP. 

Prohibit the take-off and landing of powered parachutes, ultralight aircraft, remote-controlled aircraft, 
and unmanned aerial vehicles in proposed Reserve Zone 6. * 

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. * 

RC-05 Dispersed camping in undeveloped areas will be allowed in 
accordance with the public notice of December 14, 1992 (Federal 
Register, Vol. 57, No. 240, p. 59121), where the lands are not 
otherwise closed to such use. To prevent degradation of natural 
resources and the use of public lands for unauthorized occupancy, 
dispersed camping by any person or group of persons will be limited to 
14 days within a 30-mile radius in a 28-day period. 

Manage proposed Reserve Zone 6 as closed to camping. * 
Prohibit campfires within proposed Reserve Zone 6. * 

Manage proposed Reserve Zone 6 as closed to camping 
outside of designated sites. * 
Prohibit campfires outside of metal campfire containers 
within designated sites. * 

Management decisions related to recreational target shooting were not 
included in the SGFO RMP. 

Manage proposed Reserve Zone 6 as closed to recreational target shooting. Allow the discharge of firearms in proposed Reserve 
Zone 6. 
Except in the act of licensed hunting, all firearms must be 
discharged toward a proper backstop sufficient to stop 
the projectile’s forward progress. 
Targets must be constructed of wood, cardboard, paper, 
or similar unbreakable materials. All targets, clays, and 
shells are considered litter after use and must be 
removed and disposed of properly.  
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SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative A: (Current Management – No 
Action) SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative C 

Special Recreation Permit Management – no specific decisions outside 
of ACECs. 
OV-09 BLM will continue to work with off-highway vehicle sponsors and 
organizations to authorize competitive events, commercial touring, and 
organized rides on a case-by-case basis subject to site-specific analysis. 
Limited administrative capabilities in the BLM and the need to provide 
for critical resource protection and site rehabilitation will restrict the 
number of large competitive events (up to 300 participants) authorized 
on public lands. Collaboration with adjacent BLM units on the Arizona 
Strip will be encouraged to allow joint management or sponsorship of 
such events, increase options for alternative route selection, and 
provide for yearly rotation of established routes for large events to 
promote rehabilitation and reduce long-term cumulative impacts. 
Limitations on the number of participants and spectators to all 
competitive events will be applied where warranted based on design of 
the competition and site capabilities. 

Do not authorize SRPs for competitive equestrian events in proposed Reserve Zone 6. 
Do not authorize SRPs for competitive motorized events in proposed Reserve Zone 6. 
Limit SRPs for motorized commercial and organized group recreation activities to roads and primitive 
roads authorized for use by the public. 

SRPs are required for all commercial, competitive, or 
advertised recreational events within proposed Reserve 
Zone 6. 
Consider issuing SRPs within proposed Reserve Zone 6 on 
a case-by-case basis with the following restrictions: 
• Competitive, non-motorized cycling and running events 

are allowed. All competitive, non-motorized events 
would be limited to designated routes. All spectators 
would be limited to areas pre-approved by the BLM. 

• All event staging and parking would be required to 
occur outside of proposed Reserve Zone 6. 

• Prohibit competitive motorized events in proposed 
Reserve Zone 6. 

• Limit non-competitive, motorized SRPs to only those 
that pass through proposed Reserve Zone 6 on 
designated routes. 

Management decisions related to developing an implementation-level 
recreation management plan, monitoring program, and related 
trailhead signage were not included in the SGFO RMP. 

In collaboration with Washington County, SITLA, and the USFWS, develop an implementation-level 
recreation area management plan for proposed Reserve Zone 6 within 5 years of approval of the 
Washington County HCP or prior to construction of the proposed Northern Corridor, whichever occurs 
first. 
At a minimum, the implementation-level recreation area management plan would address the 
following: 
Trails and Trail Amenities 
• In conjunction with the comprehensive travel and transportation plan for the SGFO, develop a 

network of routes and supporting recreational amenities that minimizes impacts to the Mojave 
desert tortoise and other Federally listed and candidate species and their habitats, while providing 
a quality recreation experience. 

• Through the BLM’s implementation-level comprehensive travel and transportation plan, existing 
routes would be designated as open or closed and overall mileage of open routes would be limited 
to approximately 4 miles of motorized and 35 miles of non-motorized roads and trails. 

• Supporting recreational amenities could include trailheads, information kiosks, ride-overs or step-
overs, restrooms, and expanded parking. 

• Additional measures to support compliance may include, but are not limited to, fencing along 
routes that are prone to social trailing or educational or directional signage. 

Rock Climbing 
• Identify areas where climbing could be authorized. 
• Identify potential climbing restrictions such as group size limits or seasonal closures. 
• Establish monitoring protocols to identify resource impacts. 
Boundary Fencing 
• Identify appropriate locations to construct a minimum of 5 miles of wildlife-friendly boundary 

fencing on BLM-administered lands to manage dispersed recreational usage and limit adverse 
impacts to habitat within proposed Reserve Zone 6. 

Adaptive Management 
• Establish a monitoring protocol to identify changes related to recreational uses, habitat quantity, 

and quality for Mojave desert tortoise and impacts to other species including special status plants 
and biological soil crusts. 

• Develop a list of trigger points and responsive management actions to address observed conflicts 
between users and protection of natural resources. 

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. 

Management decisions related to pet leash requirements were not 
included in the SGFO RMP. 

All pets must be on leash at all times within proposed Reserve Zone 6. *  Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. * 

Management decisions related to paintball activities were not included 
in the SGFO RMP. 

Prohibit paintball activities of any kind within proposed Reserve Zone 6. *  Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. * 

Management decisions related to recreation use sanitation 
requirements were not included in the SGFO RMP. 

Require users to pack out all solid human and pet waste. *  Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. * 
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SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative A: (Current Management – No 
Action) SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative C 

Travel and Transportation Management N.A. N.A. 
SGFO RMP Amendment 2016: 
Mountain biking and off-highway vehicle use in proposed Reserve 
Zone 6 is currently managed as limited to existing routes, and upon 
approval of the Travel Management Plan, would shift to Limited to 
Designated Routes category.  

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative A, except travel systems will be managed with an 
emphasis on improving the sustainability of the travel network in a comprehensive manner to 
minimize impacts on Mojave desert tortoise, maintain visitor safety, and prevent unauthorized cross-
country travel while meeting access needs in proposed Reserve Zone 6. To do so, it may be necessary 
to improve portions of existing routes, close existing routes, or create new routes that meet user group 
needs, thereby reducing the potential for pioneering unauthorized routes. Within Zone 6, motorized 
and non-motorized routes would be limited as identified in the Recreation section. The BLM would 
work with the USFWS, SITLA, and Washington County to ensure a cohesive transportation system in 
the area and would make specific route designations through the comprehensive travel and 
transportation plan. The emphasis of the comprehensive travel and transportation planning will be 
placed on having a neutral or positive effect on Mojave desert tortoise habitat. 

Same as SGFO RMP Amendment Alternative B. 

* Implementation-level decisions  
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2.6 Alternatives for Analysis 
The Federal actions associated with the Northern Corridor, Red Cliffs NCA RMP Amendment, 
SGFO RMP Amendment, and Washington County HCP and ITP are interrelated, and some of the 
actions are interdependent. The USFWS’s decision of whether to issue an ITP is determined by 
whether permit issuance criteria are met. If permit issuance criteria are met, USFWS could 
select the action alternative independent of any BLM decision. The BLM’s decision regarding 
amendments to the Red Cliffs NCA RMP will inform the location and nature of the Northern 
Corridor ROW, as well as determine whether the changed circumstance related to the 
construction of the proposed Northern Corridor across Zone 3 of the Reserve in the Washington 
County HCP is triggered. If the changed circumstance is triggered, the BLM’s decision regarding 
amendments to the SGFO RMP will guide management of public lands within proposed Reserve 
Zone 6 in support of the County’s HCP. Therefore, the BLM and the USFWS have developed 
distinct alternatives containing the relevant Federal actions for analysis in this EIS. These 
alternatives are outlined in Table 2.6-1 and described in more detail in Sections 2.6.1 through 
2.6.6. The BLM and the USFWS have identified Alternative 3 (UDOT Application Northern 
Corridor Alignment and issuing an ITP based on the Amended HCP) as the agencies’ preferred 
ROW alignment and ITP issuance alternative for the purposes of public comment and review, 
with Alternative B identified as the proposed RMP amendments for both RMPs. 

Table 2.6-1. Combined Alternatives for Analysis in the EIS 

Federal 
Actions 

Alternative 1 
– No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 2 
– T-Bone 

Mesa 
Northern 
Corridor 

Alignment 

Alternative 3 
– UDOT 

Application 
Northern 
Corridor 

Alignment 

Alternative 4 
– Southern 

Northern 
Corridor 

Alignment 

Alternative 5 – 
Red Hills 
Parkway 

Expressway 
Northern Corridor 

Alignment 

Alternative 6 
– One-way 
Couplet for 

Northern 
Corridor 

Alignment 
Northern 
Corridor BLM 
ROW Action 

Deny ROW 
Request (No -
Action) 

Grant ROW 
for T-Bone 
Mesa 
Alignment 

Grant ROW 
for UDOT 
Application 
Alignment 

Grant ROW 
for Southern 
Alignment 

Grant ROW 
amendments 
necessary for 
Red Hills 
Expressway 
Alignment 

Deny ROW 
Request (No 
Action) 

USFWS ITP 
Action  

Deny ITP 
Request (No 
Action) 

Issue ITP 
subject to the 
conservation 
measures in 
the revised 
HCP, 
Northern 
Corridor 
changed 
circumstance 
triggered 

Issue ITP 
subject to the 
conservation 
measures in 
the revised 
HCP, 
Northern 
Corridor 
changed 
circumstance 
triggered 

Issue ITP 
subject to the 
conservation 
measures in 
the revised 
HCP, 
Northern 
Corridor 
changed 
circumstance 
triggered 

Issue ITP subject 
to the 
conservation 
measures in the 
revised HCP, 
Northern Corridor 
changed 
circumstance not 
triggered 

Issue ITP 
subject to the 
conservation 
measures in 
the revised 
HCP, 
Northern 
Corridor 
changed 
circumstance 
not triggered 

BLM SGFO 
RMP 
Amendment  

No Action  SGFO RMP 
Amendment 
Alternative B 

SGFO RMP 
Amendment 
Alternative B 

SGFO RMP 
Amendment 
Alternative B 

No Action  No Action  

BLM SGFO 
RMP 
Amendment 

No Action SGFO RMP 
Amendment 
Alternative C 

SGFO RMP 
Amendment 
Alternative C 

SGFO RMP 
Amendment 
Alternative C 

No Action No Action 

BLM Red 
Cliffs NCA 
RMP 
Amendments  

No Action  Red Cliffs 
NCA RMP 
Amendment 
Alternative B 

Red Cliffs 
NCA RMP 
Amendment 
Alternative B 

Red Cliffs 
NCA RMP 
Amendment 
Alternative B 

No Action No Action 

BLM Red 
Cliffs NCA 
RMP 
Amendments  

No Action  Red Cliffs 
NCA RMP 
Amendment 
Alternative C 

Red Cliffs 
NCA RMP 
Amendment 
Alternative C 

Red Cliffs 
NCA RMP 
Amendment 
Alternative C 

No Action No Action 
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2.6.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 1, the BLM would deny UDOT’s application for a ROW grant across the Red 
Cliffs NCA for the Northern Corridor, and the USFWS would deny Washington County’s 
application for an ITP. The BLM would not amend the RMPs for the Red Cliffs NCA or SGFO. The 
Northern Corridor would not be constructed, and compliance with the ESA for lawful activities 
in Washington County that may result in the take of Mojave desert tortoise would be completed 
through other avenues. 

2.6.2 Alternative 2 – T-Bone Mesa Alignment for the Northern Corridor 

Under Alternative 2, the BLM would grant UDOT a ROW across the public lands in the Red Cliffs 
NCA for the Northern Corridor on the T-Bone Mesa Alignment, and the USFWS would issue an 
ITP for the take of Mojave desert tortoise to Washington County as described in Section 2.4. 
The changed circumstance related to the construction of the Northern Corridor across the 
Reserve described in the HCP would be triggered, and proposed Zone 6 of the Reserve would 
be created. The BLM would amend both the Red Cliffs NCA and SGFO RMPs, though the nature 
of the amendments could vary as described in Sections 2.3 and 2.4 of this EIS. 

2.6.3 Alternative 3 – UDOT Application Alignment for the Northern Corridor 

Under Alternative 3, the BLM would grant UDOT a ROW across public lands in the Red Cliffs NCA 
for the Northern Corridor on the UDOT ROW application alignment, and the USFWS would issue 
an ITP for the take of Mojave desert tortoise to Washington County as described in Section 2.4. 
The changed circumstance related to the construction of the Northern Corridor across the 
Reserve described in the HCP would be triggered, and proposed Zone 6 of the Reserve would be 
created. The BLM would amend both the Red Cliffs NCA and SGFO RMPs, though the nature of 
the amendments could vary as described in Sections 2.3 and 2.4 of this EIS. 

2.6.4 Alternative 4 – Southern Alignment for the Northern Corridor 

Under Alternative 4, the BLM would grant UDOT a ROW across public lands in the Red Cliffs 
NCA for the Northern Corridor on the Southern Alignment, and the USFWS would issue an ITP 
for the take of Mojave desert tortoise to Washington County as described in Section 2.4. The 
changed circumstance related to the construction of the Northern Corridor across the Reserve 
described in the HCP would be triggered, and proposed Zone 6 of the Reserve would be 
created. The BLM would amend both the Red Cliffs NCA and SGFO RMPs, though the nature of 
the amendments could vary as described in Sections 2.3 and 2.4 of this EIS. 

2.6.5 Alternative 5 – Red Hills Parkway Expressway for the Northern Corridor 

Under Alternative 5, the BLM would grant necessary ROW amendments to the existing FLPMA 
Title V ROW for the Red Hills Parkway, and the USFWS would issue an ITP for the take of 
Mojave desert tortoise to Washington County as described in Section 2.4. The changed 
circumstance related to the construction of the Northern Corridor across the Reserve described 
in the HCP would not be triggered, and proposed Zone 6 of the Reserve would not be created. 
The BLM would not amend the Red Cliffs NCA RMP or the SGFO RMP. 

2.6.6 Alternative 6 – St. George Boulevard/100 South One-way Couplet for the Northern 
Corridor 

Under Alternative 6, the BLM would not grant a ROW in the Red Cliffs NCA for the Northern 
Corridor, but improvements to St. George Boulevard and 100 South would be made to respond 
to future transportation needs in Washington County. The USFWS would issue an ITP for the 
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take of Mojave desert tortoise to Washington County as described in Section 2.4. The changed 
circumstance related to the construction of the Northern Corridor across the Reserve described 
in the HCP would not be triggered, and proposed Zone 6 of the Reserve would not be created. 
The BLM would not amend the Red Cliffs NCA and SGFO RMPs and would request UDOT 
withdraw the ROW application. 

2.7 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis 
The alternatives presented in this EIS for each Federal action were informed by and developed 
using past plans and studies; discussions with Federal, State, and local agency staff and 
stakeholders; elected officials; and input received from the public during scoping. 

When preparing an EIS, the BLM analyzes a range of reasonable alternatives, which include 
those that are technically and economically practical or feasible and that satisfy the purpose 
and need of the proposed action. The BLM may eliminate an action alternative from detailed 
analysis if one or more of the following is true: 

• It does not respond to the purpose and need. 
• It is not technically or economically feasible. 
• It is not consistent with the overall policy objectives for the area. 
• Its implementation is remote or speculative. 
• It is not substantively different in design from an alternative being analyzed in detail. 
• It would have substantively similar effects from an alternative being analyzed in detail. 

For the USFWS, alternatives considered in detail in addition to the No Action Alternative and 
proposed action alternatives must take into consideration the applicant’s purpose and means 
to implement potential alternatives. If an HCP meets issuance criteria, the USFWS is obliged to 
issue a permit. This requirement affects what the USFWS might consider as reasonable when 
developing a range of alternatives (43 CFR 46.420(c)). The USFWS’s decision of whether to 
issue an ITP is determined by whether permit issuance criteria are met. The USFWS is 
reviewing the Amended HCP submitted by Washington County as directed by Section 
10(a)(2)(A) of the ESA, its implementing regulations at 50 CFR 17.22 and 17.32, and the 2016 
HCP Handbook. If the HCP submitted by the applicant meets issuance criteria and is statutorily 
complete, the USFWS shall issue an ITP. 

During the preparation of the EIS, the BLM identified several alternatives that do not meet the 
criteria for alternatives to be analyzed in detail. This section describes the alternatives that the 
BLM considered during the alternatives development process that were not carried forward for 
detailed analysis in the EIS. 

2.7.1 Northern Corridor Highway Alternatives Considered but Eliminated 

2.7.1.1 Twist Hollow Alignment (Northern T-Bone) 

The Twist Hollow Alignment came from agency input as part of the alternative development 
process and is a northern variation to the location of the T-Bone Mesa Alignment described in 
Section 2.2.2. This alignment would cross the Red Cliffs NCA north of T-Bone Mesa. It would 
connect with I-15 at milepost 16 on the east and with SR 18 on the west approximately 
1.5 miles north of the Red Hills Parkway/Snow Canyon Parkway interchange. The alignment 
was developed to be located as far north as possible in the Red Cliffs NCA while still 
connecting to I-15 and Bluff Street at locations closer to the urbanized areas to increase the 
corridor’s transportation utilization. 

The Twist Hollow Alignment was not carried forward for detailed analysis in the EIS. The Twist 
Hollow Alignment only partially meets the BLM’s purpose and need. Although the location may 
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address some resource conflicts with the Mojave desert tortoise, it would be less effective than 
other alternatives at meeting the purpose and need to provide for consistency with the 
statutory purposes of the Red Cliffs NCA, which includes other ecological and scenic resources. 
Discussions with BLM and USFWS biologists indicate that the Twist Hollow area is a highly 
sensitive and diverse biological area for many species besides the Mojave desert tortoise and 
would likely result in comparatively more effects to wildlife and sensitive species than to 
similar alternatives carried forward for detailed analysis in the EIS. 

2.7.1.2 Increased Use of Mass Transit 

Comments received during the scoping process suggested the increased use of mass transit as 
a Northern Corridor alternative for consideration. Transit usage in the St. George urbanized 
area is currently limited by the size of the area, the number of routes, and the locations served. 
With full implementation of the transit improvements shown in the DMPO Regional 
Transportation Plan, 2050 transit use accounts for less than 1 percent of all trips (DMPO 
2019). Based on local planning and available funding, it is unreasonable to assume the St. 
George urbanized area could develop a robust transit system within the planning horizon 
represented by the EIS that would eliminate a substantial amount of vehicle trips from the 
transportation system. The Increased Use of Mass Transit Alternative would be substantially 
similar to the No Action Alternative and was not carried forward for detailed analysis in the EIS. 

2.7.1.3 Active Transportation 

Comments received during the scoping process suggested active transportation, including 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities, as a Northern Corridor alternative for consideration. Non-
motorized travel in the St. George urbanized area represents a miniscule amount of all travel 
and is insignificant when it comes to serving the area’s transportation needs. The Active 
Transportation Alternative would not meet the future east-west travel demand and reduce 
future intersection congestion within the St. George urbanized area and would be substantially 
similar to the No Action Alternative. This alternative was not carried forward for detailed 
analysis. 

2.7.1.4 Land Use / Growth Regulation 

Comments received during the scoping process suggested limiting development in Washington 
County, or setting growth regulations as a Northern Corridor alternative for consideration. Land 
use planning, including existing and planned development, is controlled by the local 
municipalities within Washington County as outlined in each city’s general planning 
documents. Limiting development in Washington County, or setting growth regulations, is 
inconsistent with current local government general land use and zoning plans. The Land 
Use/Growth Regulation Alternative would be inconsistent with the managing objectives of the 
local municipalities over land use planning and its implementation is remote or speculative. 
Therefore, the alternative has been eliminated from detailed analysis in the EIS. 

2.7.1.5 Community Transportation Alternative 

During the scoping process, the nonprofit organization Conserve Southwest Utah presented 
their proposed “Community Transportation Alternative” which includes the following 
alternatives, ranging from roadway, land use, and transit to active transportation options: 

• Alternative 1: Red Hills Parkway – I-15 Viaduct/Flyover Connection. 

• Alternative 2: Improvements to Red Hills Parkway between I-15 Exits 8 and 13. 

• Alternative 3: More Porous I-15 to Move Traffic North-South around Congestion Areas. This sub-
alternative suggests new I-15 underpass crossings on 400 East, 700 East, and 1240 East. 



Chapter 2 Proposed Action and Alternatives 

 Northern Corridor – Highway Right-of-Way, Issuance of an Incidental Take Permit  2-35 
Final EIS and Proposed RMP Amendments 

• Alternative 5: Implement/Plan for Technological Improvements (i.e., traffic management 
using technology). 

• Alternative 6: Implement Congestion Reduction Land Use Principles (Vision Dixie). 

• Alternative 7: Downtown St George Loop. 

• Alternative 8: Address Moving People Rather than Vehicles - Transit Options. 

• Alternative 9: Long-term Thru-Traffic St. George Bypass. 

• Alternative 10: Industrial Park Reuse. 

Several of the alternatives suggested as part of the Conserve Southwest Utah’s Community 
Transportation Alternative are similar to other alternatives that have been considered as part 
of the alternative development in the planning process for the EIS. Based on the following 
conclusions, the Community Transportation Alternative has been eliminated from detailed 
analysis in the EIS: 

• Alternatives 1, 2, and 7 include suggested roadway projects that are being considered as 
standalone Northern Corridor alternatives, including the Red Hills Parkway Expressway, 
Widen Red Hills Parkway Alternative, and the St. George/100 South One-way Couplet 
Alternative as described previously. 

• Land use planning, including existing and planned development, is controlled by the local 
municipalities within Washington County as outlined in each city’s general planning 
documents. Alternatives 5, 6, and 10 of the Community Transportation Alternative, as it 
relates to land use planning and traffic management, are not in the decision space of this 
planning process. Land use planning and traffic management are under the decision 
authority of the local jurisdictions and are outside the decision space for this EIS; therefore, 
this alternative has not been carried forward for detailed analysis in the EIS. 

• Alternatives 3, 8, and 9 are suggested roadway and transit improvements that would not 
considerably improve east-west travel demand in the St. George urbanized area when 
compared to other alternatives analyzed in the EIS and would be substantially similar to the 
No Action Alternative. Therefore, these alternatives were not carried forward for detailed 
analysis in the EIS. 

2.7.1.6 Widen Red Hills Parkway to Six Lanes 

This alternative would widen Red Hills Parkway from four to six lanes between Bluff Street and 
Green Spring Drive and widen Buena Vista Boulevard from two to six lanes between Green Spring 
Drive and Washington Parkway (Map 2.7-1). The Widen Red Hills Parkway Alternative would have 
substantially similar effects to many resources as Alternative 5 carried forward in the EIS, but 
would result in comparatively greater effects to some resources such as socioeconomics because 
of the potential need to expand on to adjoining properties. In addition, its implementation is 
remote or speculative and it may not be economically feasible because of the amount of private 
property that may need to be acquired to accommodate the larger footprint. Therefore, this 
alternative was not carried forward for detailed analysis in the EIS. 

2.7.1.7 Widen St. George Boulevard 

The Widen St. George Boulevard Alternative would widen St. George Boulevard to three lanes in 
each direction between Bluff Street and River Road (Map 2.7-1). This alternative would have 
substantially similar effects to many resources as Alternative 6 carried forward in the EIS, but 
would result in comparatively greater effects to some resources such as socioeconomics 
because of the need to expand onto more adjoining properties. In addition, its implementation 
is remote or speculative since it completely falls outside the jurisdiction of the Federal 



Chapter 2 Proposed Action and Alternatives 

2-36 Northern Corridor – Highway Right-of-Way, Issuance of an Incidental Take Permit 
Final EIS and Proposed RMP Amendments 

agencies and it may not be economically feasible because of the amount of private property 
that may need to be acquired to accommodate the larger footprint. Therefore, the Widen St. 
George Boulevard Alternative was eliminated from detailed analysis in the EIS. 

2.7.1.8 Northern Alignment (North of Cottonwood Wilderness Area) 

An alignment crossing the Red Cliffs NCA and Dixie National Forest north of the Cottonwood 
Wilderness Area was considered during the Northern Corridor alternative development process 
(Map 2.7-1). The Northern Alignment would result in the same traffic conditions as the No 
Action Alternative, showing no improvement to future congestion or east-west connectivity in 
the St. George urbanized area. The implementation of this alternative is remote or speculative 
because of the increased length of the potential roadway and the associated increased cost, 
which may make it economically infeasible to construct since it does not result in reduced 
congestion. Therefore, the Northern Alignment is not considered a reasonable alternative to 
the proposed action and was not carried forward for detailed analysis. 

2.7.1.9 Old Dump Road Connection 

During the Draft EIS public comment period, a comment was received that suggested an 
alignment that would start at Old Dump Road (also called Turkey Farm Road or Cottonwood 
Springs Road) instead of at Green Spring Drive and would extend to the west and connect to 
Red Hills Parkway. The Old Dump Road Connection would not improve east-west travel demand 
in the St. George urbanized area when compared to other alternatives analyzed in the EIS and 
would be substantially similar to the No Action Alternative. Therefore, the Old Dump Road 
Connection is not a reasonable alternative to the proposed action and was not carried forward 
for detailed analysis. 

2.7.2 Red Cliffs NCA RMP Amendment Alternatives Considered but Eliminated 

2.7.2.1 Different Locations or Widths of ROW Corridor 

These alternatives would have located a ROW corridor in different areas of the Red Cliffs NCA 
or would have designated a ROW corridor of different widths. Different locations of a ROW 
corridor were eliminated from detailed consideration because they do not align with the 
Northern Corridor alternatives carried forward for detailed analysis and therefore did not meet 
the BLM’s purpose for the amendment, which includes considering alternatives that would 
allow a ROW for the Northern Corridor to be issued in conformance with the RMP. Different 
widths of ROW corridor were eliminated from detailed consideration because they were not 
adequate to accommodate the ROW for the Northern Corridor and other potential future 
utilities. A wider ROW corridor would have had comparatively higher impacts on NCA resource 
values than the alternatives considered in detail. 

2.7.2.2 Modifying the Criteria for Issuing ROWs in ROW Avoidance Areas Across the Entire NCA 

This alternative would have modified decision LAR-13 in the existing Red Cliffs NCA RMP to 
amend or eliminate the criteria for issuing a ROW in ROW avoidance areas. This alternative 
would have allowed the BLM to issue a ROW for the Northern Corridor in the ROW avoidance 
areas but was eliminated from detailed analysis because it would not be consistent with the 
purpose and need for amendments to be related to the ROW proposal. This alternative would 
potentially modify management for other future ROW proposals in other areas of the NCA and 
it would have comparatively higher impacts on NCA resource values than the more 
geographically limited Red Cliffs NCA alternatives considered in detail. 
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2.7.2.3 Amending ROW Avoidance and Exclusion Area Boundaries 

This alternative would have modified the existing ROW avoidance and exclusion areas in the 
existing Red Cliffs NCA RMP to remove portions of the ROW avoidance areas and add 
additional ROW exclusion areas. Removing portions of the ROW avoidance areas would have 
allowed the BLM to issue a ROW for the Northern Corridor but was eliminated from detailed 
analysis because it would have comparatively higher impacts on NCA resource values than the 
alternatives considered in detail. Adding additional ROW exclusion areas was eliminated from 
detailed analysis because this change would not be consistent with the BLM’s purpose for the 
amendment, which focuses on management actions related to responding to the ROW 
application for the Northern Corridor in the Red Cliffs NCA. 

2.7.3 Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan and Incidental Take Permit 

During development of the HCP, the USFWS worked with Washington County on various 
approaches for the HCP. Section 10 of the ESA and its regulations require that the HCP 
describe actions the applicant considered as alternatives to the take that would result from the 
proposed action and the reasons why they are not using those alternatives. The USFWS HCP 
Handbook recommends that the applicant should focus on significant differences in project 
design that would avoid or reduce the take. 

2.7.3.1 Reduced Take Alternative 

During preparation of the Amended HCP, an alternative explored to minimize take included 
using the original 1995 HCP and 1996 ITP take metrics, limiting the loss to 12,264 acres of 
occupied Mojave desert tortoise habitat. This alternative does not meet the purpose and need 
for the USFWS’s action analyzed in this EIS as it does not ensure regulatory certainty because 
it likely would not provide sufficient take for the developing communities for the next 25 years. 

2.7.3.2 Smaller Permit Area 

During preparation of the Amended HCP, the USFWS and the County also discussed evaluating 
a smaller permit area as an alternative to the taking, focusing only on areas where known 
desert tortoises overlapped with known future development areas. This would have resulted in 
less take of tortoise because less occupied habitat or potential habitat would have been 
destroyed. This alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the USFWS’s action 
analyzed in this EIS; it does not meet the HCP community goals and objectives of providing 
regulatory certainty or streamlining the ESA compliance process (e.g., if a landowner in tortoise 
habitat resided outside the Permit Area and would need to provide their own HCP with its own 
conservation program at a later date). 

2.7.4 St. George Field Office RMP Amendment Alternatives Considered but Eliminated 

2.7.4.1 Including Implementation-Level Travel and Recreation Planning 

This alternative would have included an implementation-level recreation area management 
plan, Travel Management Plan, or both in the BLM’s alternatives for the management of 
proposed Reserve Zone 6. This alternative was eliminated from detailed consideration because 
it was not reasonable at this time. The completion of the implementation-level plans and their 
associated conservation uplift is not required to be effective until the time at which the take of 
Mojave desert tortoise or its habitat associated with the potential construction of the Northern 
Corridor occur, the BLM is currently in the process of completing a separate implementation-
level Travel Management Plan for the entire SGFO, and completing these implementation-level 
actions in the future allows additional time for detailed planning with the HCP Partners and 
use of resources that would be provided by Washington County under the revised HCP. 
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2.7.4.2 More or Less Restrictive Recreation Management 

This alternative would have considered more or less restrictive recreation management on 
BLM-administered lands in proposed Reserve Zone 6. This alternative was eliminated from 
detailed consideration because it did not meet the BLM’s purpose for the SGFO RMP 
Amendment, which includes amending the RMP to be consistent with the management of 
proposed Reserve Zone 6 included in the Washington County HCP. 
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Chapter 4. Consultation and Coordination 

This chapter describes efforts by the BLM and the USFWS to comply with legal requirements to 
involve the public in the development of the EIS and consult and coordinate with various 
government agencies. These efforts include the following: 

• Public scoping. 

• Identifying, designating, and working closely with cooperating agencies. 

• Consulting with applicable Federal agencies and State, local, and Tribal governments. 

• Working with State and local governments and Tribes to identify “any known 
inconsistencies with State or local plans, policies or programs” (43 CFR 1610.3-2(e)). 

4.1 Public Involvement and Scoping 
The scoping period began with the publication of the Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on 
December 5, 2019, and extended through January 6, 2020. During the scoping period, the BLM 
and the USFWS sought public comments to identify issues to be addressed in the EIS. A public 
scoping meeting was held on December 17, 2019, at the Dixie Convention Center in 
St. George. In total, 17,258 submissions were received from the public during the scoping 
period. 

Information about scoping meetings, comments received, comment analysis, and issue 
development can be found in the scoping report available on the BLM’s ePlanning website.1 

4.2 Agency Consultation and Coordination 

4.2.1 Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation 

Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA requires that each Federal agency ensure that any action it 
authorizes, funds, or carries out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a listed 
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. If an 
action agency determines a proposed action may affect listed species or designated critical 
habitat, consultation between that agency and the USFWS is required under Section 7 of the 
ESA. 

As part of ongoing communications and coordination among Federal agencies and the non-
Federal applicants, the BLM, the USFWS, UDOT, and Washington County have been sharing 
information and meeting to discuss the potential impacts of the actions on threatened and 
endangered species and designated critical habitats. The USFWS, as co-lead and potential 
issuer of the ITP, reviewed internal documents that preceded publication of the Final EIS, 
including UDOT’s ROW application and POD and Washington County’s early drafts of the HCP. 
Information received from the USFWS, including recommended conservation measures, has 
been incorporated into the Final EIS and proposed actions as a result of these conversations. 

The BLM is in the process of completing a formal consultation with the USFWS under Section 7 
of the ESA regarding the potential impacts of the BLM’s Federal actions for the ROW 
application and potential RMP amendments. The BLM submitted a Biological Assessment to 
the USFWS to initiate the formal Section 7 consultation process on September 23, 2020. 
During the preparation of the Biological Assessment, the agencies engaged in informal 
discussions regarding the species and habitats present in the Action Area and the likely effects 
                                                      
1 https://go.usa.gov/xpC6H 

https://go.usa.gov/xpC6H
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of the BLM’s Federal actions for the ROW application and potential RMP amendments. The 
USFWS was provided an opportunity to review and comment on the draft Biological 
Assessment, and the agencies engaged in informal video and telephone conferences to discuss 
the analysis and associated management actions, stipulations, and best management 
practices. The USFWS is also in the process of conducting an intra-agency Section 7 
consultation regarding the potential effects of issuing an ITP to Washington County. The BLM 
and USFWS will not sign RODs until the formal Section 7 consultation is complete. 

4.2.2 National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultation 

The potential issuance of a ROW and amendments to the RMPs by the BLM, and issuance of an 
ITP by the USFWS are Federal undertakings and are therefore subject to Section 106 of the 
NHPA. Section 106 through its implementing regulations (36 CFR 800) defines Federal 
undertakings as any project, activity, or program funded in whole or in part under the direct or 
indirect jurisdiction of a Federal agency, including those carried out by or on behalf of a 
Federal agency; those carried out with Federal financial assistance; and those requiring a 
Federal permit, license or approval. The regulations require Federal agencies to consider the 
effects of their undertakings that have the potential to impact historic properties including any 
district, site, building, structure, or object that is listed on or eligible for listing on the NRHP 
and provide the SHPO, affected tribes, and other consulting parties an opportunity to comment. 

The BLM and the USFWS notified the public that they would coordinate their public 
consultation obligations under the NHPA (54 U.S.C. 306108) through this NEPA process, as 
provided for in 36 CFR 800.2(d)(3) as a component of the Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS 
(84 Federal Register 66692-66694). The BLM and the USFWS each independently initiated the 
Section 106 process by establishing the undertaking (pursuant to 36 CFR 800.3.a), identifying 
and consulting with interested parties, identifying points in the process to seek input from the 
public, and notifying the public of proposed actions. 

Currently, the BLM and the USFWS are each independently consulting with the Utah SHPO and 
American Indian Tribes (Table 4.2-1) regarding efforts to identify cultural resources and 
evaluate them for NRHP eligibility (36 CFR 800.4), and assessing effects of the project on 
historic properties by applying the criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR 800.5). The BLM and the 
USFWS will continue consultation to identify processes to resolve any adverse effects to 
historic properties (36 CFR 800.6), including development of an archaeological treatment plan 
when potential adverse effects have been determined, and potentially a programmatic 
agreement or other applicable compliance documents to resolve future but presently unknown 
effects of the USFWS’s issuance of an ITP to Washington County. If the BLM were to select an 
alternative that would result in the issuance of a ROW to UDOT for a Northern Corridor, 
American Indian Tribes and other consulting parties would have the opportunity to participate 
in the development of a Memorandum of Agreement that would address the resolution of 
adverse effects to historic properties, based on the implementation of approved treatments, 
prior to the BLM's issuance of a Notice to Proceed to UDOT for construction. 

Because four of the proposed Northern Corridor alternatives involve lands owned either by 
SITLA or the UDWR, the BLM has consulted with representatives of both State agencies. They 
have agreed that the BLM will serve as the lead agency for consultations to satisfy the 
requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA and State agency compliance requirements under 
Utah Code Annotated 9-8-404. The BLM has identified other interested parties for this 
Section 106 process. 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=aa157310acdc9a804e89748ea2b60999&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:36:Chapter:VIII:Part:800:Subpart:C:800.16
https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=aa157310acdc9a804e89748ea2b60999&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:36:Chapter:VIII:Part:800:Subpart:C:800.16
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Under NHPA Section 106, the USFWS’s authorization to regulate otherwise lawful activities 
approved by the State of Utah, Washington County, or the County’s political subdivisions is 
limited to the authorized activities in the ITP and conservation measures in the HCP that result 
in take of desert tortoises and may have the potential to cause effects on historic properties. 
The County’s list of covered activities identified in their HCP is not under the direct jurisdiction 
of the USFWS and therefore are not part of the undertaking for consideration by the USFWS 
(see USFWS HCP Handbook Appendix A). 

4.2.3 American Indian Tribal Consultation and Coordination 

Federal law requires the BLM and the USFWS to consult with American Indian Tribes during the 
planning and NEPA process. In December 2019, the BLM initiated government-to-government 
consultations with 14 American Indian Tribes and Bands that claim affiliation to southwestern 
Utah, requesting information about sacred sites or places of traditional cultural importance 
(refer to Table 4.2-1). On December 30, 2019, the Hopi Tribe responded to this initial 
consultation, stating concerns that the proposed Northern Corridor would adversely impact 
cultural and natural resources that are significant to the Tribe. The BLM presented information 
on the proposed Northern Corridor highway and the two RMP amendments at the 
February 10, 2020 Tribal Council meeting of the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah. Tribal 
consultations will be ongoing throughout this planning and NEPA process. 

The USFWS initiated government-to-government consultations in April 2020 with 17 American 
Indian Tribes and Bands and associated Tribal historic preservation offices that claim 
affiliation to southwestern Utah, requesting information about sacred sites or places of 
traditional cultural importance (Table 4.2-1). The Hopi Tribe responded to the USFWS with 
concerns regarding impacts on cultural and natural resources significant to the Tribe. 

Tribal consultations will be ongoing throughout this planning and NEPA process. 

Table 4.2-1. American Indian Tribes Invited to Participate in Government-to-Government 
Consultation  

Navajo Nation a Cedar Band of Paiutes 
Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe 
Indian Peaks Band of Paiutes Koosharem Band of Paiutes 
Las Vegas Paiute Tribe Kanosh Band of Paiutes 
Moapa Band of Paiute Indians Chemehuevi Indian Tribe 
Shivwits Band of Paiutes Pueblo of Zuni a 
Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians The Hopi Tribe a 

a The USFWS also sent letters to the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office, Navajo Nation Heritage and 
Historic Preservation Department, and Zuni Heritage and Historic Preservation Office. 

4.2.4 Cooperating Agencies 

Federal regulations direct the BLM and USFWS to invite eligible Federal agencies, State and 
local governments, and Federally recognized American Indian Tribes to participate as 
cooperating agencies when drafting the EIS. The groups listed in Table 4.2-2 were invited to 
participate as cooperating agencies in the preparation of the EIS. 
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The BLM and USFWS communicated regularly with the cooperating agencies to review 
development of alternatives and the analysis contained in the EIS. This process included 
cooperating agency workshops, meetings, and conference calls completed on 
January 28, April 10, April 29, and September 15, 2020. During these workshops, the BLM and 
the USFWS worked with the cooperating agencies to review the following: 

• Issues raised during scoping. 
• Alternatives developed for consideration in the Draft EIS. 
• Preliminary portions of the Draft EIS. 
• Public comments on the Draft EIS. 
• Preliminary portions of the Final EIS. 

Table 4.2-2. Invited Cooperating Agencies 

Agencies Invited to be Cooperating Agencies Accepted (Yes/No) 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers No 
State of Utah – Public Lands Policy Coordinating Office Yes 
Washington City  Yes 
Dixie Metropolitan Planning Organization Yes 
City of St. George Yes 
City of Ivins Yes 
Santa Clara City Yes 
City of Hurricane Yes 

4.3 Distribution of the EIS and RMP Amendments 
An administrative Draft EIS and Draft RMP Amendments and Final EIS and Proposed RMP 
Amendments were prepared by the BLM and the USFWS and distributed to the cooperating 
agencies for review. The BLM and the USFWS made changes to the Draft EIS and Draft RMP 
Amendments and Final EIS and Proposed RMP Amendments in response to the comments 
received from the cooperating agencies during the review period. After the comments on the 
administrative documents were addressed, the BLM and the USFWS provided notice regarding 
publication of the Draft EIS and Draft RMP Amendments and Final EIS and Proposed RMP 
Amendments, and distributed the documents to the agencies and organizations that expressed 
an interest in the planning process, including the cooperating agencies and American Indian 
Tribal governments. A notice that the documents were available for review was also posted on 
the BLM’s ePlanning website and in the Federal Register. A complete mailing and distribution 
list for the Draft EIS and Draft RMP Amendments and Final EIS and Proposed RMP 
Amendments is available in the Administrative Record. 

4.4 Response to Public Comment on the Draft EIS 
The BLM and USFWS published the Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIS in the Federal 
Register on June 12, 2020. The publication of the NOA began a 90-day public comment period 
that ended on September 10, 2020. Comments on the Draft EIS were accepted by the BLM and 
USFWS using U.S. Postal Service mail and email and at BLM offices during the comment 
period. 

In July, midway through the public comment period, the BLM and USFWS hosted two online 
public meetings to provide an overview of the project and respond to questions from the public. 
The BLM notified the public of these meetings via the project website and a news release. The 
online meetings were held on July 16 and 21, 2020. The materials presented at each meeting 
can be viewed the BLM’s ePlanning website. 

https://go.usa.gov/xpC6H
https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/1502103/530


Chapter 4 Consultation and Coordination 

 Northern Corridor – Highway Right-of-Way, Issuance of an Incidental Take Permit  4-5 
Final EIS and Proposed RMP Amendments 

In all, 15,466 submittals were provided to the BLM and USFWS during the 90-day comment 
period; approximately 94 percent of the submittals received were part of organized letter-
writing campaigns. All comments on the Draft EIS were given equal consideration, regardless 
of the method of submittal and whether or not the submittal was part of an organized letter-
writing campaign. In response to the substantive comments received, the BLM and USFWS 
either modified alternatives considered in the EIS, considered new alternatives not addressed 
in the Draft EIS, made corrections to analysis or data used in the EIS, or explained why the 
comments do not warrant further agency response. The substantive comments received, the 
BLM’s and USFWS’s response to comments, and additional information regarding the comment 
receipt and response process are included in Appendix O, Responses to Public Comments on 
the Northern Corridor – Highway Right-of-Way, Issuance of an Incidental Take Permit Final EIS 
and Proposed RMP Amendments. 

4.5 Future Public Involvement 
This EIS includes both land use planning and BLM’s implementation-level decisions as 
defined in BLM Handbook H-1601-1, Land Use Planning. The NOA and Dear Reader letter for 
this Final EIS outline procedures to protest the approval of land use planning decisions in the 
Final EIS during the 30-day period after the NOA is published in the Federal Register. A ROD 
will be issued following the Governor’s Consistency Review period and resolution of planning-
level protests on the Final EIS. 

Unlike land use planning decisions, BLM’s implementation-level decisions are subject to an 
administrative review process through appeals to the Office of Hearings and Appeals, Interior 
Board of Land Appeals pursuant to 43 CFR, Part 4 Subpart E. Where implementation-level 
decisions are made as part of the EIS process, they are still subject to the appeals process or 
other administrative review as prescribed by specific resource program regulations once the 
BLM issues a ROD and Approved RMP Amendments. 

4.6 Relationship to Other Policies, Plans, and Programs 
The BLM and the USFWS recognize the importance of State, Tribal, and local plans. The BLM 
and the USFWS have developed the Final EIS and Proposed RMP Amendments to be consistent 
with or complementary to the management actions in State, Tribal, and local plans and 
policies to the maximum extent possible, consistent with FLPMA, OPLMA, and other applicable 
laws and regulations governing the administration of public lands. 

To support the development of the Final EIS and Proposed RMP Amendments, the BLM and the 
USFWS conducted a detailed review of relevant State and County plans to evaluate the 
consistency of these plans with the alternatives presented in the EIS. The results of this review 
and coordination with local governments related to this subject can be found in Appendix H, 
Inconsistencies Between the Northern Corridor Project and the Land Use Plans, Policies, and 
Controls of Washington County and the City of St. George. 

4.7 List of Preparers 
This EIS was prepared by an interdisciplinary team of staff from the BLM and the USFWS, with 
assistance from Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. (Jacobs), SWCA Environmental Consultants 
(SWCA), and Horrocks Engineers. A list of the names and roles and responsibilities of the 
preparers is provided in Table 4.5-1. 
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Table 4.5-1. List of Preparers 

Name Agency Role and Responsibility 
Bahr, Quincy BLM State Office Planning Liaison, NEPA Document Review 
Blocker, Matt BLM Noise, Recreation, NEPA Document Review  
Briggs, Paul BLM Acting District Manager 
Cleek, Katherine BLM Cultural Resources and Native American Concerns 
Corry, Dave (retired) BLM Water Resources, Wetlands, Waters of the U.S., Floodplains 
Cox, Rody BLM Geology, Mineral Resources, Soil Resources 
Ferris-Rowley, Dawna BLM Red Cliffs NCA Manager, Cultural Resources, NEPA Document Review 
Glenn, Evan BLM BLM Travel and Transportation Management 
Goff, Callie BLM NEPA Document Review 
Kellam, John BLM Biological Resources, NEPA Document Review 
Kiel, Dave (retired) BLM Visual Resources, Recreation, BLM Travel and Transportation 

Management, NEPA Document Review 
Mohsen, Ahmed 
(retired) 

BLM District Manager 

Peterson, Randy BLM Acting District Manager 
Peterson, Shawn BLM Fire and Fuels Management 
Reese, Ryan BLM Livestock Grazing, Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species, Vegetation, 

Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste, NEPA Document Review 
Rigtrup, Keith BLM St. George Field Manager, NEPA Document Review 
Roe, Aaron BLM Biological Resources  
Root, Stephanie BLM Biological Resources, NEPA Document Review 
Suhr-Pierce, Julie BLM Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, NEPA Document Review 
Tibbetts, Gloria BLM Project Manager, District Planning and Environmental Coordinator 
Trujillo, Stephanie BLM Lands and Realty, NEPA Document Review 
Vernon, Erik BLM Air Quality 
Voyles, Kyle BLM Paleontology, Visual Resources, Recreation and NEPA Document 

Review 
White, Alicia BLM Geographic Information Systems  
USFWS Utah Field 
Office 

USFWS ESA Section 6 Lands, NEPA Document Review Threatened and 
Endangered Species, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources  

USFWS Regional 
Office 

USFWS ESA Section 6 Lands, NEPA Document Review Threatened and 
Endangered Species, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources  

Adams, Rachel Jacobs Geology, Mineral Resources, Soils 
Bushey, Sabra Jacobs Prime and Unique Farmland, Livestock, Paleontology, Hazardous 

Materials and Solid Waste 
Defend, Beth Jacobs Project Management Support and NEPA Document Development 
Fellows, Angie Jacobs Project Management Support and NEPA Document Development; 

Highway Alternative Development and Screening  
Floor, Kathryn Jacobs Response to Public Comment on the Draft EIS 
Harris, Jill Jacobs Special Status Wildlife Species, Wildlife Resources 
Jordao, Emilie Jacobs Geographic Information Systems 
Markham, Loretta Jacobs Project Manager  
Mayer, James  Jacobs Cultural Resources and Native American Concerns  
Montgomery, Matt Jacobs BLM Lands and Realty, Fire and Fuels Management  
Nicholson, Kay Jacobs Special Status Animal Species, Wildlife Resources  
Palmer, Bruce  Jacobs Threatened and Endangered Wildlife Species, Mojave Desert Tortoise, 

Special Status Wildlife 
Price, Chris Jacobs Water Resources 
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Name Agency Role and Responsibility 
Ragusa, Dana Jacobs Air Quality, Noise 
Ramos, Brian Jacobs Cultural Resources and Native American Concerns 
Rude, Becky Jacobs Endangered Species Act Section 6 Lands, Recreation Resources, Land 

and Water Conservation Fund Lands/ Section 6(f) 
Seguin, Misha Jacobs Vegetative Communities including Noxious Weeds and Invasive 

Species, Special Status Plants  
Smithson, Teresa Jacobs Geographic Information Systems 
Steinholtz, Patti Jacobs Visual Resources  
Tracy, Jessica Jacobs Socioeconomics, Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste, Human 

Health and Safety, Environmental Justice  
Burnett, Coleman SWCA Response to Public Comments on the Draft EIS 
Casper, Elliott SWCA Wetlands, Waters of U.S., Riparian Areas, Floodplains 
Cyphers, Laren SWCA Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, BLM Transportation and 

Travel Management 
DeBardeleben, 
Newton  

SWCA Response to Public Comments on the Draft EIS  

Persing, Reid SWCA BLM RMP Alternatives Development, Project Management Support 
and NEPA Document Development 

Rauhe, Kevin SWCA National Conservation Area, NEPA Document Development  
Stutz, Allen SWCA Geographic Information Systems 
Albrecht, Shaun Horrocks Highway Design 
Cabell, Lee Horrocks Highway Design, Project Management Support 
Heaps, Michael Horrocks Traffic Analysis 
Mortimer, Macey Horrocks Public Involvement 
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